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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report was prepared at the request of University Circle Inc. (UCI) and Little Italy 
Redevelopment Corporation (LIRC), and was funded by The Cleveland Foundation.  The 
research was conducted by the Center for Economic Development and the Center for 
Community Planning & Development at Cleveland State University’s Levin College of Urban 
Affairs and by the Thriving Communities Institute at the Western Reserve Land Conservancy. 
 
This report presents the findings from a detailed demographic analysis and property conditions 
assessment.  These findings inform program and policy recommendations to guide future 
efforts to manage development, as well as to stabilize and revitalize the Little Italy and 
University Circle neighborhoods in Cleveland, Ohio. The study area is represented in Map 1.  
 
Map 1: Study Area  
 
Source: Center for Economic Development, Cleveland State University 
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NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The population of both Little Italy and University Circle declined slightly from 2000 to 2010.  
Little Italy’s population declined by 2%, while University Circle’s declined by 5%.  However, 575 
new housing units and 420 student beds have been added in the neighborhoods since 2010, 
suggesting that the population may have increased in the past 5 years. 
 
Both neighborhoods have experienced changes in racial demographics, although the majority of 
residents are white. While University Circle is approximately 17% Black, Little Italy is 
approximately 2% Black, and both neighborhoods lost more than 40% of their Black population 
between 2000 and 2010.  The Asian population in both neighborhoods is small, but has 
increased significantly (by 65% in Little Italy and by 59% in University Circle).  Residents of both 
neighborhoods are highly educated.  In Little Italy, 62% have at least a Bachelor’s degree, in 
comparison to 41% of University Circle residents.  Analysis of income shows that in both 
neighborhoods the highest share of residents fall into the lowest income category of less than 
$10,000 (31% in Little Italy and 36% in University Circle).  This is consistent with expectations 
given the large number of students living in both neighborhoods. 
  
Both neighborhoods are predominantly occupied by renters.  In Little Italy, 82% of all housing 
units are occupied by renters, largely driven by student demand.  There have been some 
increases in owner-occupied units in recent years due to new for-sale housing projects.  
University Circle has an even higher percentage of renters (93%).  This is not expected to 
change in the near future based upon the understanding of planned residential construction 
projects.  The majority of renter households have moved to the neighborhoods since 2000, 
while the majority of homeowners have lived there for decades. 
 
Three University Circle higher education institutions provided detailed student address data for 
this study: the Cleveland Institute of Art (CIA), the Cleveland Institute of Music (CIM), and Case 
Western Reserve University (CWRU).    An analysis of student data reveals that at least 5,087 
students live in the study area.  Of this number, 509 live in Little Italy, and 4,696 live in 
University Circle (with 118 students living in the overlap area between the two neighborhoods). 
 
Employment data was also collected from 13 University Circle institutions.  Together, these 
institutions have more than 68,000 employees. Only 0.8% (548 employees) live in the study 
area, and 13% (8,773) live in the city of Cleveland.  Greater Circle Living, a program of the 
Greater University Circle Initiative (GUCI) offers significant incentives for employees to buy, 
rent, and rehabilitate homes in the area; the program can be used to entice a greater share of 
employees to live in the area. 
 
Little Italy is a relatively stable neighborhood, and its housing stock is predominantly in good 
condition (84% of occupied structures are graded “A” or “B” in the property survey).  However, 
the housing stock is very old (84% was built before 1930).  Structures with two to four units 
account for 56% of all structures (274 units) and of these, 17% were graded “C”.  Despite these 
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challenges in Little Italy, the housing market remains quite strong, with very few foreclosures 
and low property turnover.  The neighborhood is a choice destination, with a strong cultural 
and historical identity, tight neighborhood fabric, and a strong neighborhood business district 
with a vibrant restaurant scene and an established artist and gallery presence. 
 
The University Circle properties are also in good condition (81% of residential buildings are 
graded either A or B). The building stock is not as old as Little Italy’s, with 56% of all buildings 
being built before 1930. In recent years, the neighborhood has undergone new development 
along Euclid Avenue, adding to the mix of housing options for residents. 
 
The high proportion of student renters living in housing controlled by small-scale owners who 
no longer live in the neighborhood poses the greatest housing challenge. However, the lower 
rents in Little Italy compared with University Circle will continue to attract students who are 
looking for rents in the $500-1,000 per month range.  Interviews indicate that there is more 
demand than supply for rentals in this price range.  A cursory rent analysis suggests that rental 
properties in University Circle command about twice the rate per square foot compared to 
properties in Little Italy.  These increased rents are due in part to new construction in University 
Circle as well as proximity to large institutions and to public transit. 
 
As it looks to the future, the Little Italy neighborhood has two new, transformative assets:  a 
new transit station and the planned expansion of Cleveland Montessori into the Alta House 
property.   An adjacent asset, the new Uptown neighborhood, is quickly becoming a thriving 
residential and commercial district at the crossroads of University Circle and Little Italy. 
NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION STRATEGIES 
 
Planners and community developers need to strengthen and reposition Little Italy and control 
the future trajectory of the neighborhood.  The demographic and property conditions 
assessments suggest that the area has the potential to attract more families and young people 
because of its assets and proximity to University Circle – specifically the Uptown district. 
However, there is very little vacant land available for development. 
 
The report recommends a number of programs and policies to guide neighborhood 
revitalization.  These revitalization strategies focus on Little Italy and the Uptown district of 
University Circle.  They prioritize reinvesting in the housing stock, increasing the percentage of 
homeowners, and using the expansion of the Cleveland Montessori school and the new Greater 
Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (RTA) Red Line transit station to attract new residents – 
while preserving and enhancing the character that defines Little Italy as a special place to live 
and visit with historical and cultural significance. 
 
The strategies are organized into four general categories: planning, housing, community 
engagement, and strategic partnerships. Within each of these categories, a series of 
recommended strategies and initiatives are presented to target specific issues and 
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opportunities that exist in Little Italy and University Circle (see full report for a detailed 
discussion of strategies). 
Planning 
 
A master plan is the most important tool to guide and manage future development, help the 
community understand upcoming changes, increase community buy-in, and provide a unified 
direction and vision for the neighborhood.  It is critical to engage key stakeholders in 
developing this vision and master plan for the neighborhood.   As development pressures 
increase, a master plan can also help to limit speculation related to problem properties. 
 
Planning Strategies: 
  
P-1 Create a Little Italy/Uptown master plan 
P-2 Explore alternative zoning    
P-3 Create neighborhood design and green building guidelines    
P-4 Plan for neighborhood amenities and quality of life enhancements  
P-5 Explore the costs and benefits of National Historic Landmark designation   
Housing 
 
The high percentage of renters in both neighborhoods, combined with increased number of 
students and declining number of families, presents special housing challenges. 
  
Generally speaking, student housing can be in poor condition – especially interiors.  This is a 
shared concern for both educational institutions and neighborhood stakeholders.  Little Italy 
has a large number of small-scale landlords who own one or two properties.  Some are single or 
two-family homes that have been subdivided to accommodate more student renters.  
Landlords in Little Italy have traditionally been able to compete for students based on price and 
location; however, the market is shifting.  As newer units with more modern amenities come on 
the market in Uptown and other parts of University Circle, they will compete directly with the 
more affordable but older units in Little Italy for student tenants. 
 
Overall, the neighborhood goal should be to achieve a mix of housing types and prices to 
attract and retain a combination of families, students, young professionals, empty nesters, 
renters, and owners of different races and nationalities.  The recommended housing strategy 
implements a two-pronged approach, increasing the supply of owner-occupied housing 
products (both new and renovated) that appeal to families, empty nesters and young 
professionals while also improving the quality of existing housing, with a focus on rental 
(including student rental) housing by restoring exteriors, modernizing interiors, and adding 
energy efficiency and accessibility upgrades. 
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Housing Strategies: 
 
H-1 Increase staff capacity to implement housing strategies 
H-2 Connect residents and owners to existing housing resources and develop new 
resources where possible 
H-3 Improve quality and retain affordability of existing housing 
H-4 Encourage modernization and conversion 
H-5 Ensure long-term affordability in certain areas 
 
Community Engagement 
Residents, property owners, business owners, student organizations (sororities and 
fraternities), and other stakeholders can help monitor housing and other development as well 
as quality of life issues.  Organizing residents may be difficult given the transient nature of much 
of the population; however, there are strong, long-term stakeholders in the neighborhoods, 
and engagement is one of the most effective tools available for neighborhood revitalization.  
 
Community Engagement Strategies: 
 
CE-1 Organize and support community engagement 
CE-2 Partner with Neighborhood Connections, a community building program active 
in the greater University Circle neighborhoods 
Strategic Partnerships 
 
One way to maximize resources when resources are limited is to identify what needs to be 
done and look to appropriate existing organizations to do it.  If the capacity does not exist, 
identify places where it can be developed.   
 
Strategic Partnerships: 
 
SP-1 Strengthen existing partnerships 
SP-2 Develop short-term or program-related partnerships with other organizations 
that can provide needed programs or services.   
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Peer Programs/Organizations 
 
This report identifies five peer programs that adopted and effectively implemented similar 
strategies; these can serve as examples for Little Italy and University Circle when they embark 
on the stabilization and revitalization of their neighborhoods.   
 
1. Mount Washington Community Development Corporation; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
2. Washington University Medical Center Redevelopment Corporation (WUMCRC); Central 
West End, St. Louis, Missouri  
3. UniverCity Neighborhood Partnership, Iowa City, Iowa 
4. Shaker Heights Housing Plan; Shaker Heights, Ohio 
5. Cleveland-area Community Development Corporations (specifically their use of federal 
historic tax credits, often coupled with low-income housing tax credits and new market 
tax credits, for housing development).   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This report was prepared at the request of University Circle Inc. (UCI) and Little Italy 
Redevelopment Corporation (LIRC), and was funded by The Cleveland Foundation.  The 
research was conducted by the Center for Economic Development and the Center for 
Community Planning & Development at Cleveland State University’s Levin College of Urban 
Affairs and by the Thriving Communities Institute at the Western Reserve Land Conservancy. 
 
The ultimate goal of the project is to provide recommendations for stabilization and 
revitalization of the Little Italy and University Circle neighborhoods.  To better understand the 
neighborhoods, the research team engaged in several tasks including demographic analysis, 
rent analysis, and examination of where employees of University Circle and Little Italy’s major 
organizations and students of the institutions of higher education live.  In addition, the team 
conducted an assessment of each of the properties in the designated neighborhoods. 
 
Map 2 describes the study area, which includes the service areas of LIRC and UCI; note that the 
two geographies overlap in a small geographic area.  Throughout the report the LIRC service 
area is referred to as the Little Italy neighborhood and the UCI service area is referred to as the 
University Circle neighborhood. Footnotes report data for the overlap area within the 
Neighborhood Demographics section of the report. 
 
Following this introductory section, the report’s second section describes the methodology for 
each of the analyses conducted for this study.  The third section of this report analyzes data on 
the population and demographic characteristics of Little Italy and University Circle.  This section 
reports on the gender, race, and age characteristics using decennial Census data for 2000 and 
2010 and reports income and economic data based on the decennial Census of 2000 and the 
Census 5-year average of the 2008-2012 American Community Survey.  This section ends with a 
cursory analysis of rents in 2014 and 2015. 
 
The fourth section of the report presents the place of residence for employees and students of 
the local institutions. It shows the percentage of employees and students who live within the 
study area. 
 
The fifth section summarizes a detailed property assessment of the conditions of each of the 
properties in these neighborhoods.  An electronic file with specific details about each property 
is provided as a separate deliverable. 
 
The last section of this report recommends strategies for the stabilization and revitalization of 
these neighborhoods. 
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Map 2: Study Area  
Source: The Center for Economic Development, Cleveland State University 
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SOURCES & METHODOLOGY   
 
This section details the methodology used in each of the research tasks undertaken in this 
study. 
DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS 
The demographics section uses two main data sources: data from the U.S. Census Bureau 
Summary Files for 2000 and 2010 and the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) 
5-year estimates from 2008-2012.  The analysis of total population and its distribution by 
gender, age, race and ethnicity, and occupancy versus vacant housing units uses data from the 
decennial 2000 and 2010 censuses’ 100-percent count data.  This analysis does not include 
2008-2012 ACS data because the year 2010 is the midpoint of the ACS data and the 2010 100-
percent count data provides a better estimate than the ACS data.  The Census 5-year average is 
needed to analyze the latest data for housing tenure of residents, education attainment, 
household income, and rental prices.  When Census blocks do not completely align with the 
study area, proportional estimates were used to estimate data for University Circle and Little 
Italy.  The block areas with cemeteries are not included in neighborhood totals.  All fields are 
proportioned for blocks which are not entirely within the University Circle and Little Italy study 
areas, including group quarters.  Group quarters data is not available for race and ethnicity, and 
is only available for broad age cohorts; therefore it cannot be separated in the analysis. 
 
The income, gross rent, and year households moved into the area are estimated from the 2000 
Census summary file 3 sample data and the ACS 2008-2012 sample data.  The sample data is 
not available at the block level, so either block population or housing units are used to 
proportion the data.  Since the ACS data is based on a survey of only 5% of the population 
across a 5-year span, the ACS data has margins of error which are high for some variables.  The 
research staff analyzed data from the 2000 decennial Census and compared it to the American 
Community Survey 5-year estimate data for 2008-2012. 
 
The rent study portion of the report, which analyzes 2014 and 2015 rental data, was assembled 
by the research staff using primary and secondary sources to gauge a sample of prices within 
the studied neighborhoods.  It provides an unofficial estimate since it uses mostly web-based 
sources and does not include rents for the entire University Circle area. The sources of data 
include advertisements on development websites or Craigslist, postings on Case Western 
Reserve’s ALOHA website, data provided by landlords (such as University Circle Inc. and Murray 
Hill Company), and rates from tenants of properties.  It is not a random sample, although effort 
was made to include rates roughly proportional to the available units in the University Circle 
study area and the Little Italy neighborhood. 
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RESIDENTIAL LOCATION OF STUDENTS AND EMPLOYEES OF LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS 
The section on residential location of students and employees of the institutions located in 
University Circle uses a different methodology.  Data on the addresses of students and 
employees was provided by the institutions in the study area and geocoded or matched to 
addresses on a map.  This allowed the research team to analyze the geographic distribution of 
the students’ places of residence and to ascertain the numbers that live in the study area, 
Cleveland neighborhoods, and adjacent municipalities.1  The three University Circle academic 
institutions (Case Western Reserve University, Cleveland Institute of Music, and Cleveland 
Institute of Art) provided detailed student address data.  However, it should be noted that Case 
Western Reserve University, by far the largest institution of higher education, provided 
addresses for only 3,415 students of its nearly 11,000 undergraduate and graduate students. 
This list was augmented by a list of campus housing and Greek houses and the capacity of 
student beds in each building. 
 
Thirteen University Circle institutions, including the three largest employers (Cleveland Clinic, 
University Hospitals, and Case Western Reserve University), provided detailed address data for 
their employees.  This data was subsequently geocoded and analyzed in a fashion similar to the 
student data.  Address data for the participants of the Greater Circle Living program was also 
geocoded and analyzed. 
PROPERTY CONDITIONS ASSESSMENT  
 
In March of 2015, the Western Reserve Land Conservancy’s Thriving Communities Institute 
completed a comprehensive property conditions assessment survey in the Little Italy 
neighborhood and portions of the University Circle neighborhood in Cleveland.  A team of 
trained surveyors collected detailed information on 686 properties in the defined areas.  The 
team mapped project area parcels using data obtained from the Cuyahoga County Planning 
Commission in January 2015. 
 
For each parcel, surveyors photographed the property from the street or sidewalk using an iPad 
and categorized the property as an occupied structure, a secure vacant structure, an open 
vacant structure, a park, a parking lot, or a vacant lot.  Parcels containing a structure—occupied 
or vacant—were classified according to their apparent use as residential, commercial, 
industrial, mixed use, or other (representing tax exempt or municipal use, as well as 
indeterminable use).  The apparent number of units in each structure and indications that the 
property provided student housing were also recorded for every parcel, although these factors 
were difficult to determine from the relatively brief external assessment.  Properties that 
displayed “For Sale” or “Rent” signs were flagged.  Surveyors also assessed more specific 
qualities pertaining to the condition of the building and/or parcel, which involved determining 
the presence of damaged paint or siding, damaged windows, broken windows or doors, 
                                                 
1 Because the two study areas partially overlap, counts for this “overlap area” are also gathered and subtracted from the 
combined Little Italy study area and University Circle study area counts. Thus, in the following tables and description, “Study 
Area Total” = “Little Italy study area” + “University Circle study area” + “Campus Housing” – “Overlap Area. ”  
 
University Circle and Little Italy Housing Study 
 
Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State University                                      11 
 
damaged roof, damaged garage, trash or dumping, junk cars, and sidewalk condition.  Based on 
these criteria, each parcel received a grade on the following scale: “A” for Excellent condition; 
“B” for Good condition; “C” for Fair condition; “D” for Deteriorated condition; and “F” for 
Unsafe/Hazardous condition (Table 1). 
 
Table 1: Property Assessment Grading Scale 
Category Description 
 
A: Excellent 
 No visible signs of deterioration 
 Well-maintained and cared for 
 New construction/renovation 
 Historic detailing. Unique 
 
B: Good 
 Needs basic improvements 
 Minor painting 
 Removal of weeds 
 Cleaning 
 
 
C: Fair 
 Some cracking of brick or wood 
 Major painting required 
 Deteriorated concrete 
 Crumbling concrete 
 Cracked windows or stairs 
 
D: Deteriorated 
 Major cracking of brick, wood rotting 
 Broken or missing windows 
 Missing brick and siding 
 Open holes 
 
 
F: Unsafe/Hazard 
 House is open and a shell 
 Can see through completely 
 House ransacked and filled with trash 
 In danger of collapse 
 Immediate safety hazard 
Source: Thriving Communities Institute, Western Reserve land Conservancy  
 
The surveyors were trained to use context clues to inform their assessment of each parcel.  For 
example, if a house appeared to have furnishings but the lot was very unkempt and overgrown, 
the surveyor would look for a pile up of newspapers or mail on the porch, unseasonal 
decorations, a notice of eviction or vacancy posted on the door, and any other visible 
information to determine its vacancy or occupancy.  Neighbors were also a valuable resource 
that surveyors were encouraged to consult when determining vacant properties. 
 
The information collected for each parcel was incorporated into the property database held 
within a customized Geographic Information System (GIS), allowing for the mapping of the 
data.  Survey data collected in the field was transmitted directly to the Conservancy’s server for 
processing.  Office staff spot-checked results using the associated photograph attached to each 
record to ensure quality and consistency.  Land Conservancy staff then utilized the 
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Neighborhood Stabilization Team (NST) Web App2 property information database hosted at 
Case Western Reserve University to obtain additional reference information for the project 
properties.  This data included information on Auditor’s property use, number of units, year 
built, owner occupancy, estimated building value, and total estimated market value.  These 
property characteristics were used to gain a deeper understanding of the assessment results 
and the properties in the study area. 
STRATEGIES FOR STABILIZATION AND REVITALIZATION 
 
To determine strategies for neighborhood stabilization and revitalization, the team employed 
qualitative, quantitative, and academic sources and applied them to the unique factors faced by 
the Little Italy and University Circle neighborhoods. Most information was derived from a series 
of interviews with neighborhood stakeholders and partners, as well as others from 
neighborhoods across the country where these strategies have been applied.  Appendix A 
includes a list of interviewees and other resources used in developing the strategies for 
stabilization and revitalization. 
  
                                                 
2 NEO CANDO 2010+ system, Northeast Ohio Data Collaborative (http://neocando.case.edu/neocando/) 
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NEIGHBORHOOD DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
This section analyzes the demographic changes of both Little Italy and University Circle between 
2000 and the most recent period for which data is available (either 2010 or estimates for the 
2008-2012 period).  It is important to note that between 2010 and 2015 there were 13 new 
residential developments in University Circle and Little Italy.  These new developments 
provided 575 additional residential units and 420 student beds.  This suggests reversal of the 
population trends in the study area as described in the tables below and may perhaps point to a 
population gain. 
POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 
The populations of Little Italy and University Circle each declined slightly between 2000 and 
2010. The two neighborhoods have some differences in the demographic composition of their 
populations. 
 
Little Italy’s population declined by 2% from 2,116 in 2000 to 2,081 in 2010 (Table 2).  Its gender 
distribution changed slightly from 51% female in 2000 to 50% in 2010.  Little Italy’s share of 
white-only residents declined from 81% to 75% between 2000 and 2010, suggesting a 
somewhat increased diversity (Table 3).  By 2010, Little Italy was 21% Asian and 2% Black. 
Between 2000 and 2010, Little Italy gained 65% of its Asian population but the share of Black 
residents dropped from 4% to 2%.  Furthermore, analyzing ethnicity data indicates that only 2% 
of the total population in Little Italy was Hispanic in both 2000 and 2010. 
 
Population in University Circle declined by 5% during the period, from 6,366 in 2000 to 6,063 in 
2010.  By 2010, 48% of University Circle population was female, a slight increase from the share 
in 2000 (47%).  Although total population declined in University Circle over the decade, both its 
total number and percentage share of Asians grew.  The share of Asian population increased 
from 12% in 2000 to 20% in 2010.  In contrast, the number and share of the Black population 
declined; while in 2000 Blacks accounted for 28% of University Circle population, they 
accounted for only 17% by 2010.  The Black population in University Circle declined by 41% 
during this period from 1,752 to 1,027.  The analysis of ethnicity indicates that the share of the 
Hispanic population in University Circle grew from 2% to 3%.  University Circle was generally 
more diverse than Little Italy, with 59% of its residents identifying as White in 2010, compared 
to 75% in Little Italy. 
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Table 2: Population Distribution by Gender3 
Gender 
  
2000 2010 Percent Change 
2000 to 2010 Number Percent   Number  Percent 
Little Italy Males 1,045 49% 1,035 50% -1% 
Females 1,071 51% 1,046 50% -2% 
Total 2,116  2,081  -2% 
University 
Circle 
Males 3,360 53% 3,136 52% -7% 
Females 3,006 47% 2,927 48% -3% 
Total 6,366  6,063  -5% 
Source: US Census Bureau 
 
Table 3: Population Distribution by Race4   
 Race 
  
2000 2010 Percent Change 
2000 to 2010 Number Percent Number Percent 
Little Italy White Alone 1,711 81% 1,562 75% -9% 
Black Alone 94 4% 40 2% -58% 
Asian/Pac. Islander Alone 268 13% 442 21% 65% 
Other Alone and Two or 
More Races 
43 2% 38 2% -13% 
Total Population 2,116   2,081   -2% 
University 
Circle 
White Alone 3,654 57% 3,595 59% -2% 
Black Alone 1,752 28% 1,027 17% -41% 
Asian/Pac. Islander Alone 763 12% 1,214 20% 59% 
Other Alone and Two or 
More Races 
197 3% 228 4% 16% 
Total Population 6,366   6,063   -5% 
Source: US Census Bureau 
 
To summarize racial trends: the neighborhoods are diversifying, but both lost Black population. 
The increase in Asian populations in both neighborhoods may reflect increased attractiveness 
of Case Western Reserve University and area medical residency programs at the international 
level. 
 
The population of both Little Italy and University Circle is young.  Nearly seven out of ten people 
(67%) of Little Italy’s population in 2010 were between 18 and 34 years old, with the population 
of ages 18 to 24 having grown 50% since 2000 (Table 4).  Little Italy lost half of its children (up 
to age 17) and 23% of its senior population (over 65 years old).  However, it gained population 
                                                 
3 The population of the overlap area rose from 431 to 495 between 2000 and 2010 (15% increase). Females were 52% of the 
population in 2000, and 53% in 2010.  
4 All racial groups increased in population between 2000 and 2010 in the overlap area. The largest increase was in the white 
residents, from 334 to 378 (13%). Whites were 76% of the overlap population in 2010, compared to 78% in 2000. Blacks made 
up only 3% of the population in 2010, while Asians made up 19%.  
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in the 60-64 age group.  These changes suggest an increase in the number of students and 
medical residents living in the Little Italy neighborhood.5 
 
Table 4: Population Distribution by Age6 
Age Range  2000 2010 Percent 
Change 
2000 to 
2010 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Little Italy 
Population aged 0-4 95 5% 43 2% -55% 
Population aged 5-17 78 4% 44 2% -43% 
Population aged 18-24 541 26% 812 39% 50% 
Population aged 25-34 706 33% 582 28% -18% 
Population aged 35-59 407 19% 340 16% -16% 
Population aged 60-64 47 2% 72 3% 55% 
Population aged 65-74 93 4% 76 4% -18% 
Population aged 75-84 106 5% 65 3% -39% 
Population aged 85 and over 43 2% 46 2% 7% 
Total Population 2,116   2,081   -2% 
University 
Circle 
Population aged 0-4 118 2% 59 1% -50% 
Population aged 5-17 224 4% 95 2% -58% 
Population aged 18-24 3,243 51% 3,962 65% 22% 
Population aged 25-34 689 11% 578 10% -16% 
Population aged 35-59 797 13% 497 8% -38% 
Population aged 60-64 149 2% 85 1% -43% 
Population aged 65-74 395 6% 200 3% -49% 
Population aged 75-84 389 6% 259 4% -33% 
Population aged 85 and over 362 6% 330 5% -9% 
Total Population 6,366   6,063   -5% 
Source: US Census Bureau 
 
As in Little Italy, the younger adult population in University Circle has increased, but at a slower 
rate.  The 18-34 age range rose by 15% between 2000 and 2010, although all of the gains were 
in the 18-24 age group, while the older cohort (25-34 years old) declined.  This suggests an 
increased number of undergraduate students living in the University Circle neighborhood.  
Similar to Little Italy, the number of children under 18 declined by 55% over the 10-year period.  
The number of seniors over the age of 65 years also declined. 
 
To summarize age distribution: both neighborhoods experienced an increase in the number of 
people 18-24 years old and a decrease in residents under 18 years old during this period.  These 
                                                 
5 In the U.S. Census data, students living in dorms are included in the area’s population data.  
6 83% in the overlap area between Little Italy and University Circle were between the ages of 18 and 34 years-old in 2010, 
compared to 74% in 2000. As in both neighborhoods, this was driven by a 69% gain in the ages 18 to 24 group, from 196 to 332. 
The age cohorts above and below the 18-24 age group lost overall population.  
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changes are consistent with the growing student populations of University Circle educational 
institutions. They also reflect a loss of families in both neighborhoods. 
RENTERS VS. HOMEOWNERS 
The number of households in Little Italy declined by 6%, while the number in University Circle 
declined by 20% between 2000 and 2010.  Despite these declines in the total number of 
households in both neighborhoods, the share of renter-occupied housing units remained fairly 
constant. 
 
Little Italy was 82% renter-occupied in both 2000 and 2010, even though the number of renter-
occupied housing units decreased from 1,003 to 949 during this period.  University Circle was 
93% renter occupied, an increase of 1% from 2000 even though the number of renter-occupied 
housing units decreased from 2,021 to 1,625 during this period (Table 5).  The number of family 
households declined 37% in Little Italy from 2000-2010, while the number of non-family 
households actually increased (7%), suggesting that additional students and young 
professionals were moving into the neighborhood. 
 
The number and percent of vacant housing units in Little Italy increased over the decade.  The 
number of vacant units rose from 111 in 2000 (accounting for 8% of total housing units) to 172 
units (13%). The group quarters residents (students living in dormitories) in Little Italy rose 
significantly, which may be explained by a change in the way dorms within the study area were 
counted by the census between 2000 and 2010; no dormitories were built in Little Italy during 
this time. 
 
In contrast to Little Italy, both the number of family households and nonfamily households in 
University Circle declined over the decade.  The vacancy rate remained stable; however, the 
number of vacant units declined.  Residents in group quarters (students in dormitories) rose by 
517 between 2000 and 2010 in University Circle, up to 3,533.7 
  
                                                 
7 This number is similar to data received from CWRU that suggest the availability of over 3,700 student beds in their dorms and 
Greek housing.   
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Table 5: Occupancy/Vacancy Rates8 
  2000 2010 Percent 
Change Number Rate Number Rate 
Little Italy Households 1,218   1,151   -6% 
Family Households (Families) 342   217   -37% 
Non-Family Households 876   934   7% 
Total Housing Units 1,329   1,322   0% 
Occupied Housing Units 1,218 92% 1,151 87% -6% 
Vacant Housing Units 111 8% 172 13% 55% 
Owner-Occupied Housing Units 215 18% 202 18% -6% 
Renter-Occupied Housing Units 1,003 82% 949 82% -5% 
Living in Group Quarters 10   190    
University 
Circle 
Households 2,186   1,756   -20% 
Family Households (Families) 390   267   -32% 
Non-Family Households 1,796   1,489   -17% 
Total Housing Units 2,450   1,956   -20% 
Occupied Housing Units 2,186 89% 1,756 90% -20% 
Vacant Housing Units 263 11% 200 10% -24% 
Owner-Occupied Housing Units 165 8% 131 7% -21% 
Renter-Occupied Housing Units 2,021 92% 1,625 93% -20% 
Living in Group Quarters 3,016   3,533   17% 
 Source: US Census Bureau 
 
HOUSING TENURE 
Examining how long people live in the two neighborhoods requires the use of the 5-year 
American Community Survey.  These estimates suggest that there were an estimated 1,070 
housing units in Little Italy and 1,825 in University Circle in 2008-2012.  However, because these 
estimates are derived from the 5-year American Community Survey, researchers had to apply 
margins of errors to each of these estimates.9  Excluding the margins of errors, 86% (925) of all 
housing units in Little Italy are renter-occupied and 87% (1,588) of all housing units in University 
Circle are rentals (Table 6).  
 
                                                 
8 The overlap area included 206 households in 2000 and 176 households in 2010. Family households shrank from 47 to 22, 
while the number of non-family households remained stable (159 and 154, respectively).  Total housing units decreased from 
227 to 201.  Vacancy increased from 9% to 12%.  In the overlap area, 87% of homes were renter-occupied in 2010, compared to 
88% in 2000.  Group quarters residency rose from 10 to 190 during this time, which may be due to a difference in how dorms in 
the overlap area were counted between censuses. 
9 Thus, the actual number of housing units in Little Italy can be anywhere between 891 units and 1249 units (1,070+/- 179, or a 
margin error rate of 16.7%) and the number of housing units in University Circle can be between 1,622 and 2,028 (1,825 +/-203, 
or an error margin rate of 11.1%).  It should be noted that these numbers are different from those in Table 4, which is based on 
2010 data.  In order to analyze housing tenure of residents, researchers had to use the 5-year American Community Survey. 
 
University Circle and Little Italy Housing Study 
 
Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State University                                      18 
 
The analysis suggests that in both neighborhoods the majority of renter households had moved 
to the neighborhood after 2000, while the majority of homeowner households had lived in the 
neighborhood for decades.  In Little Italy, 87% of renter households had moved in since 2000, 
compared to 42% of owner households.  Very few renter households in Little Italy moved in 
before 1990, while 52% of owner households had lived there since before 1990.  
 
In University Circle, 82% of renter households had moved in since 2000, and 14% had moved in 
between 1990 and 1999. Of owner households, only 34% of households had moved in since 
2000, 26% of owner households moved in between 1990 and 1999, and 40% had moved in 
before 1990.   
 
Table 6: Housing Tenure of Residents10  
Year Household Moved 
In  
Renter-Occupied Housing 
Units 
Owner-Occupied Housing 
Units 
Grand Total  
Number Margin 
of 
Error 
Percent 
of 
Renters 
Number Margin 
of 
Error 
Percent 
of 
Owners 
Number Margin 
of 
Error 
Little Italy 2000 or 
Later 
806 +/- 176 87% 60 +/- 48 42%   
1990 to 
1999 
106 +/- 78 11% 10 +/- 19 7%   
1989 or 
Earlier 
12 +/- 23 1% 75 +/- 46 52%   
Total 
Households 
925 +/- 171  86% 145 +/- 62  14% 1,070 +/- 179 
University 
Circle 
2000 or 
Later 
1,305 +/- 209 82% 80 +/- 60 34%   
1990 to 
1999 
216 +/- 101 14% 60 +/- 54 26%   
1989 or 
Earlier 
68 +/- 53 4% 96 +/- 50 40%   
Total 
Households 
1,588 +/- 200  87% 237 +/- 85  13% 1,825 +/- 203 
Source: US Census Bureau; ACS 2008-2012 5-year estimates 
 
  
                                                 
10 In 2008-2012, disregarding the margins of error, 96% of households in the overlap area were renter-occupied. 75% of renters 
moved in since 2000, while the remainder moved in since 1990. Of owner-occupied units, 71% had moved in since 2000, while 
29% moved in before 1990.   
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EDUCATION AND INCOME 
Analysis of education attainment in the two neighborhoods reveals that residents of the two 
neighborhoods are highly educated (Table 7).  This analysis also uses the 5-year American 
Community Survey data; margins of error should be carefully noted.  Ignoring these margins, 
the analysis suggests that of the adult population of 25 years and older in Little Italy, 53% had 
at least a Bachelor’s degree in 2000. This grew to an estimated 62% during 2008-2012.  In 
University Circle, education attainment was lower than in Little Italy, but was still high in 
comparison to the City of Cleveland and the Cleveland Metropolitan Statistical Area.  In 2000, 
33% of University Circle residents had at least a Bachelor’s degree, increasing to an estimated 
41% in 2008-2012. 
 
Table 7: Education11 
    2000 2008-2012 
Estimates 
Margin 
of Error 
Percent 
Change 
Little Italy Persons with Bachelor’s   
Degree or More 
753 718  +/- 193 -5% 
Persons with Bachelor’s  
Degree or more, Percent 
53% 62% +/- 10%   
University 
Circle 
Persons with Bachelor’s  
Degree or More 
888 1,016 +/- 205 15% 
Persons with Bachelor’s  
Degree or more, Percent 
33% 41% +/- 6%   
Source: US Census Bureau; ACS 2008-2012 5-year estimates 
 
Analysis of incomes by range in 2000 and 2008-2012 shows that the most significant changes 
were a large gain in high-income households in University Circle and a decrease in median 
household income in Little Italy.  Median household incomes as reported in Table 8 are 
adjusted for inflation to 2012 dollars in order to be comparable across periods, but income 
ranges could not be adjusted for inflation. This analysis also uses the 5-year American 
Community Survey data, and margins of errors should be noted. 
 
In Little Italy in 2008-2012, 31% of households earned less than $10,000 a year.  The 
households in the $50,000 or more range may have grown from 175 to 195, but the significant 
margin of error puts this small increase in question.  The median household income dropped 
significantly between 2000 and 2008-2012, from $28,451 to $21,838.  Including the margins of 
error in the 2008-2012 estimates, median income dropped by at least $2,000. This could be 
explained by an increase in the student population as a proportion of residents.   
 
Between 2000 and 2008-2012, University Circle lost 23% of its residents with incomes less than 
$10,000.  Notably, the number of households earning more than $50,000 dramatically 
increased – from 277 to 439, or 59% – which indicates an influx of new, wealthier residents. 
                                                 
11 In the overlap area, 61% of residents from 2008-2012 were estimated to hold a Bachelor’s degree, with a Margin of Error of 
+/- 24. 
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However, the median income, adjusted for inflation, was roughly the same between 2000 and 
2008-2012 (up from $17,105 to $17,295, not considering margin of error).  
 
Table 8: Household Incomes12 
  2000 2008-2012 Estimates Percent 
Change 
(2000 to 
2008-2012) 
Number Percent Number  Margin of 
Error  
Percent 
Little Italy 
  
  
  
  
  
Less than $10,000 376 29% 323 +/- 108 31% -14% 
$10,000 to $24,999 352 27% 246 +/- 98 24% -30% 
$25,000 to $49,999 383 30% 268 +/- 103 26% -30% 
$50,000 or more 175 14% 195 +/- 99 19% 11% 
Total Households 1,286   1,032 +/- 176   -20% 
Median Household 
Income 
 
$28,451 
   
$21,838  
   
+/- $4,524  
   
-23% 
University 
Circle 
  
  
  
  
  
Less than $10,000 901 43% 697 +/- 161 36% -23% 
$10,000 to $24,999 560 26% 471 +/- 127 24% -16% 
$25,000 to $49,999 382 18% 355 +/- 119 18% -7% 
$50,000 or more 277 13% 439 +/- 122 22% 59% 
Total Households 2,119   1,962 +/- 204   -7% 
Median Household 
Income 
 
 $17,105  
   
$17,295  
  
+/- $3,875  
   
1% 
Source: US Census Bureau; ACS 2008-2012 5-year estimates 
 
RENTAL PRICES 
Estimates of monthly rent are available for 2000 and the 2008-2012 average from the American 
Community Survey. The gross rent figure includes utilities, and all sizes and types of rental 
units.  In Little Italy, median rent in 2000 was $707 (in 2012 dollars), rising to $727 by 2008-
2012 (a 3% increase, ignoring margins of error).  Table 9 shows rent ranges in both time periods 
in nominal terms, where the rent ranges are not adjusted for inflation.  In Little Italy, the 
majority of the rents in 2000 were in the less than $500 range (39%) and the $500-$749 range 
(also 39%).  Another 15% of the rents were in the $750-$999 range.  By 2008-2012, rents had 
increased, and as a result the distribution shifted; 43% of the rents were in the $500-$749 
range and another 26% were in the higher range of $750-$1,000. 
 
In University Circle, the median rent was $578 (in 2012 dollars), rising to $670 by 2008-2012 (a 
16% gain).  It should be noted that this data is for the period before the construction of the 
                                                 
12 In the overlap area, 36% of households earned less than $10,000 in 2008-2012, 15% earned between $10,000 and $24,999, 
39% earned between $25,000 and $49,999, and 10% earned $50,000 or more. The only range estimated to add households 
between 2000 and 2008-2012 was the $25,000 to $49,999 range, with a 22% increase. Other ranges lost more than 15% of 
households.  
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Uptown development and other residential infill projects, such as Hazel 8.  The Rent Study 
described in the next section analyzes rents on these blocks in 2014-2015. 
 
As shown in Table 9, the distribution of rents in University Circle was different than in Little 
Italy.  In 2000, the largest group of rents (55%) was in the lower level of less than $500, 
followed by 23% in the $500-$749 range.  By 2008-2012, rents increased and the rent ranges 
with the highest shares were the under $500 range, with 36%, followed by $500-$749 (25%).  
The shares of the next two ranges indicate a gain of new tenants able to afford higher rents 
during this time period. However, one should be cautious about the interpretation of these 
changes due to the high margins of error associated with the 2008-2012 estimates. 
  
Table 9: Rental Prices13  
  2000 2008-2012 Estimates Percent 
Change (2000 
to 2008-2012) 
Number Percent Number  Margin 
of Error  
Percent 
Little Italy 
  
  
  
  
  
Less than $500 408 39% 125 +/- 77 13% -70% 
$500 to $749 408 39% 395 +/- 146 43% -3% 
$750 to $1,000 159 15% 243 +/- 102 26% 52% 
More than $1,000 66 6% 137 +/- 69 15% 107% 
No cash rent14 13 1% 25 +/- 32 3% 88% 
Median Gross Rent $707   $727  +/-  $15    3% 
University 
Circle 
  
  
  
  
  
Less than $500 1,056 55% 565 +/- 153 36% -47% 
$500 to $749 452 23% 401 +/- 154 25% -11% 
$750 to $1,000 199 10% 328 +/- 110 21% 65% 
More than $1,000 168 9% 250 +/- 81 16% 49% 
No cash rent 52 3% 44 +/- 45 3% -14% 
Median Gross Rent  $578     $670  +/-  $23    16% 
Source: US Census Bureau; ACS 2008-2012 5-year estimates 
RENT STUDY15 
 
Using primary and secondary sources, the research staff compiled a small sample of advertised 
and actual rental prices, as well as associated information related to square footage and 
number of bedrooms at these addresses.  While limited and not statistically representative of 
the total rental units, these figures can help explain current differences between apartments in 
University Circle and apartments in Little Italy.  This section of the report provides additional 
information to the older public data.  Overall, the University Circle sample represents the 
                                                 
13 In the overlap area in 2000, 24% of rents were less than $500, 36% were between $500 and $749, and 29% were between 
$750 and $1,000. In 2008-2012, 57% of rents were estimated to be between $500 and $749; 18% were between $750 and 
$1,000. In 2012 dollars, gross rent decreased from $804 to $723.  
14 “No cash rent” includes rent provided free of charge to family and friends, as well as rent provided in services in lieu of 
payment. These renters includes resident advisors and various types of worker-residents.  
15 The information reported in this section should not be considered a statistically accurate or de facto analysis reflective of 
factual market rates and the population in each neighborhood.  
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advertised rates for apartments on blocks with recent development (2012 onward) and rates 
provided by University Circle Inc. (UCI) for properties they manage and own in the same area; it 
underrepresents apartments on Hessler Street.  University dorms were not included.  This may 
influence the data and represent higher averages and medians than are actually present in a 
complete University Circle neighborhood sample.16  
 
The study found that rents in University Circle are both higher by unit type and per square foot 
than in Little Italy in 2015.  In University Circle, median rents in 2015 are $876 per month for 
studio apartments, $986 per month for one bedroom apartments, $1,974 per month for two 
bedroom apartments, and $1,448 for three bedroom apartments (Table 10).  The difference 
between two- and three-bedroom apartments can be attributed to the lack of three bedroom 
units in recently built projects.  Rates for one bedroom units in University Circle range from 
$620 to $1,990, while rents for two bedroom units range from $925 to $2,705 per month.   
 
Rents in Little Italy are consistently lower than in University Circle, which can be attributed to 
the location and relative age of the housing units.  The median rents in the sample for 2015 are 
$645 per month for one bedroom apartments, $800 per month for two bedroom apartments, 
and $1,213 per month for three bedroom apartments.  The median for the entire sample is 
$800, compared to $986 for the University Circle sample (this does not take unit type mix into 
account).  One bedroom units range from $520 per month to $1,100 per month, while two 
bedroom units range from $525 to $2,100 per month.  The high end of the range is atypical for 
Little Italy, and skews the mean for both categories to be significantly higher than the medians.  
This can be explained by data provided by Murray Hill Condominiums, one of the few recent 
apartment developments in the Little Italy study area.  
  
                                                 
16 Samples for University Circle were assembled using data from UCI regarding property rents and square footage, and were 
combined with estimates of rent, square footage, and totals of each unit type for other new developments within the study 
area between February and April 2015. Additional rent prices and properties were found using news articles, Craigslist, tenant 
interviews, and landlord interviews. Data was sorted by unit type and then analyzed. The Little Italy sample includes mostly 
rates advertised through Craigslist, provided by landlords, and provided by tenants. Averages and medians of data for Murray 
Hill Condominiums in each unit type were used instead of the whole sample provided in order to create a more proportional 
representation of units available in the Little Italy study area.  
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Table 10: Neighborhood Rents (2015 Estimates)  
    Studio 1 BED 2 BEDS 3 BEDS All  
University Circle Mean $849  $1,129  $1,903  $1,431  $1,252  
Median $876  $986  $1,974  $1,448  $986  
High $901  $1,990  $2,705  $1,502  $2,705  
Low $783  $620  $925  $1,290  $620  
Sample Size 35 158 50 6 249 
Little Italy Mean   $701  $917  $1,221  $891  
Median   $645  $800  $1,213  $800  
High   $1,100  $2,100  $1,300  $2,100  
Low   $520  $525  $1,160  $520  
Sample Size   12 23 4 41 
Source: Center for Economic Development research, including UCI-provided data 
 
The difference in price per square foot (PSF) between the Little Italy and University Circle 
neighborhoods appears to be significant.  The sample size in Little Italy is very small, but 
indicates that apartments in University Circle command about twice the rate per square foot 
compared to their counterparts in Little Italy.  A one bedroom apartment in Little Italy costs a 
median of $0.95 per square foot, compared to $1.85 per square foot in University Circle (Table 
11).  A two bedroom apartment in Little Italy costs a median of $0.91 per square foot, while a 
two bedroom in University Circle commands a $1.70 per square foot rate.  Two main 
contributing factors to these differences are the relative age of units (new construction and 
larger developments in University Circle) and location, where houses in Little Italy are further 
from University Circle institutions.   
 
Table 11: Price per Square Foot (PSF) 2015 
  University Circle Little Italy 
PPSF Studio 1 BED 2BEDS 3 BEDS All 1 BED 2 BEDS 3 BEDS All 
Median $1.96 $1.85  $1.70  $0.78  $1.85  $0.95 $0.91 $0.97 $0.95 
Mean $1.99 $1.78 $1.81 $0.85 $1.79 $1.06 $0.90 $0.97 $0.99 
Sample 
Size 
29 132 29 5 195 7 8 2 19 
Source: Center for Economic Development research and UCI-provided data 
 
 
  
University Circle and Little Italy Housing Study 
 
Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State University                                      24 
 
STUDENT AND EMPLOYEE PLACE OF RESIDENCE 
 
This section analyzes the place of residence for students attending the three higher education 
institutions located in University Circle, and the place of residence for the employees of 13 local 
institutions.   
STUDENTS 
Together, the three institutions – the Cleveland Institute of Art (CIA), the Cleveland Institute of 
Music (CIM) and Case Western Reserve University (CWRU) – had nearly 12,000 students 
enrolled in the 2014-2015 academic year.  The research team was able to determine the place 
of residence for 7,943 of these students (approximately 67%).17 This total was compiled from a 
number of sources.  First, the institutions provided detailed student address data for 4,232 
students; 525 from CIA, 292 from CIM and 3,415 from CWRU.  The team later received a list of 
CWRU campus and Greek housing including the number of student beds in each building, 
adding another 3,711 CWRU student addresses18.  
 
The majority of students attend CWRU.  Undergraduate student enrollment at the university 
has increased over the past five years but is now stabilizing at about 5,000.  There are no plans 
to grow beyond that number in the near future.  Graduate student enrollment at the university 
is roughly 6,000, and there are no plans for future growth. The University’s master plan will 
likely recommend building 1,400 new undergraduate beds; however, all but 150 of these beds 
will be replacement beds.  The Cleveland Clinic-CWRU Medical School partnership is expected 
to shift some of the demand for housing for medical students to the west, just outside of the 
UCI service area.  Of the 7,126 CWRU students for which data was received, 65% live in the 
study area.  A new residence hall, tentatively called “The 1576,” opened in early September 
2015 and houses 290 students. 
 
The Cleveland Institute of Art has 560 students enrolled, and plans to increase enrollment to 
650 students over the next few years.  They are hoping to house more students in university 
housing following the 2015 consolidation of their campus into one building on Euclid Avenue.  
They currently have 200 student beds, and are planning to develop a new dorm by September 
2019 with an additional 180-200 beds.19  Of the 525 students for which address data was 
received, 52% live in the study area. 
 
The Cleveland Institute of Music plans to maintain the size of its student body at 430-450 
students.  They lease a dorm with approximately 100 beds from Case Western Reserve 
University.  CIM requires all freshman and as many sophomores as possible to live in the dorms.  
                                                 
17 It is important to note that the student address data is incomplete.  CWRU provided about 66% of their student addresses, 
including the number of campus and Greek housing beds. Case.edu indicates enrollment of 4,911 undergraduates and 5,860 
graduate students as of 2014.  CIM provided addresses for about 64% of their students.  CIA provided addresses for almost all 
of its students (94%).  
18 Detailed CWRU student address data was received in May 2015 and campus housing and Greek housing data was received in 
September 2015. 
19 Nunes and Smith, Cleveland Institute of Art.  Interview, July 14, 2015. 
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They have no plans to build additional student housing.20  CIM has the highest concentration of 
students living in the study area (74%), with over half of its students living in campus housing.  
 
In total, 5,087 of the 7,943 students (64%) live within the two neighborhoods.  Of this number, 
approximately 509 students live in Little Italy, and 4,696 live in University Circle.  CWRU 
students make up 90% of the 5,087 student residents. (Table 12).  CIM has the highest 
percentage of its students living within the study area at 74%, although it has the smallest 
enrollment. CIA has the lowest percentage of its students living within the study area (52%), 
suggesting that its student body is somewhat more geographically dispersed than those of the 
other two institutions. CWRU has the highest proportion of its students living in campus 
housing, at 53%. 
 
The vast majority of students, 4,696 (92%), who live within the study area reside in University 
Circle – mostly in campus housing – while 509 (10%) live in Little Italy.  It is important to note 
that 118 students (2%) are counted as living in both Little Italy and University Circle because 
they live in the overlapping area.  For both CIM and CIA, the majority of students living within 
the study area live in University Circle: 202 (93%) and 203 (74%), respectively.  Similarly, 4,291 
(93%) of CWRU’s students residing in the study area live in University Circle, and 418 (9%) live in 
Little Italy. The distribution of student residents can be seen in Map 3. 
 
Table 12: Educational Institutions’ Students by Place of Residence 
Geographic Area CIA CIM CWRU Total 
Students % Students % Students % Students % 
Little Italy  76 15% 15 5% 384 11% 475 6% 
          Campus Housing  0 0% 0 0% 34 1% 34 0% 
University Circle  14 3% 54 19% 507 7% 575 7% 
          Campus Housing  189 36% 148 51% 3,784 53% 4,121 52% 
Overlap Area 6 1% 0 0% 78 1% 84 1% 
          Campus Housing  0 0% 0 0% 34 1% 34 0% 
Study Area Total 273 52% 217 74% 4,597 65% 5,087 64% 
Cleveland (excluding 
Study Area) 
40 8% 14 5% 268 4% 322 4% 
Cleveland Heights 89 17% 39 13% 1,390 20% 1,518 19% 
All Other Total 123 23% 22 8% 871 12% 1,016 13% 
Total Number of Student 
Addresses 
525  292  7,126  7,943  
Source: CIA, CIM, and CWRU-provided student addresses.21   
 
All students living in campus housing reside within the University Circle study area, totaling 
4,121 (34 students in campus housing live in the overlapping University Circle/Little Italy area).  
Of these, 3,784 students attend CWRU, 189 attend CIA, and 148 attend CIM.  Over half of 
CWRU and CIM reported students (53% and 51%, respectively) live in campus housing.   
                                                 
20 Bauer, Cleveland Institute of Art.  Interview, July 27, 2015. 
21 CWRU Data is incomplete 
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Across all three institutions, 5,409 (68% of all reported students) live in the city of Cleveland.  
CWRU again makes up the largest portion of this number, with 4,865 students, or 90%.  As a 
percentage of the total student body, 68% of CWRU students for which data was provided live 
in Cleveland. CIM continues to show the largest geographic concentration, with 79% of its 
reported students living within Cleveland.  
 
Ninety-four percent of the students who reside in Cleveland live within the study area, while 
322 students, or 4% of the total student population, live in Cleveland neighborhoods (defined 
by Statistical Planning Areas, [SPAs]) outside of the study area.  The SPAs with the highest 
shares of students living in Cleveland, but outside of the study area, are the Buckeye-Shaker 
Square neighborhood (114, or 2% of students living in Cleveland), Downtown (65 or 1%), and 
Glenville (41, or 1%). 
 
In addition to Cleveland, many students reside in nearby Cleveland Heights. 1,390 students, or 
20% of the reported CWRU students, reside in Cleveland Heights.  As mentioned previously, the 
student counts reported for CWRU are most likely low due to insufficient data received for 
students who live off campus.  Nevertheless, a substantial portion of CWRU’s students live in 
Cleveland Heights.  Somewhat smaller percentages of students from the other institutions of 
higher education reside in Cleveland Heights; 89 CIA students (17%) and 39 CIM students (13%). 
Approximately 13% of all students reside outside of Cleveland and Cleveland Heights. 
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Map 3: Geographic Distribution of Students’ Place of Residence 
 
Source: Detailed student address data provided by CIA, CIM, and CWRU 
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EMPLOYEES 
Thirteen University Circle employers provided employee address data (Table 13).  The 
employees of each organization were analyzed in the same manner as students, by observing 
place of residence and geographic distribution.  The thirteen organizations have a combined 
employment of 68,308; however, 98% of these are employed by the three large anchors, 
Cleveland Clinic (CCF) with 40,095 employees, University Hospitals (UH) with 21,250 employees, 
and Case Western Reserve University (CWRU) with 5,312 employees. 
 
The same Little Italy and University Circle study areas were used for the employee analysis, as 
well as Census-defined municipal boundaries.  In total, only a very small percentage (548, or 
0.8%) of the thirteen organizations’ 68,308 employees live within the study area.  UH makes up 
37% of this figure (203 employees), followed by CCF with 29% (160 employees), and CWRU with 
28% (151 employees).  
 
The Cleveland Museum of Contemporary Art (MOCA) has only 37 employees but the largest 
proportion living within the study area at 5.4% (2 employees), followed by the Western Reserve 
Historical Society (WRHS) at 4.3% (4 employees).  Two organizations, Judson Manor and the 
University Circle United Methodist Church (UCUMC), have no employees living within the study 
area.  
 
Out of the three largest employers (CCF, UH, and CWRU), CWRU has the highest percentage of 
its employees living within the study area at 2.8% (151 employees).  For CCF the percentage is 
0.4% (160 employees), and for UH it is 1% (203 employees).   
 
When looking only at the employees of CCF that work at its main campus in University Circle, 
146 (0.8% of the 18,353 main campus employees) reside in the study area.  Of UH’s 9,881 main 
campus employees, 196 (2%) live within the study area.  Because the differences in geographic 
distribution of CCF and UH main campus employees and CCF and UH employees that work at 
other locations are minor, tables and figures in this report account for the entire workforce of 
the two institutions. 
 
The majority of employees who live within the study area reside in University Circle (70.6%, or 
387 employees.  34.3% (188 employees) live in Little Italy. There are 27 employees (4.9%) 
residing in the overlapping area between the Little Italy and University Circle study areas (Map 
4). Only the Cleveland Museum of Art (CMA) and MOCA have more employees living in Little 
Italy than University Circle. 
 
Analyzing how many employees of University Circle organizations live in the city of Cleveland 
shows that a total of 8,773 employees (12.8% of all employees) reside within Cleveland’s 
municipal boundaries, 5,029 of which are employed at CCF (57.3%), 2,609 at UH (29.7%), and 
820 at CWRU (9.3%).  Judson has the largest percentage of its workforce living within Cleveland 
at 48.8% (41 employees), followed by the Cleveland Botanical Garden (CBG) at 31.8% (27 
employees), and MOCA at 24.3% (9 employees).  
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Of the employees living within the City of Cleveland, 6.2% reside within the study area.  Much 
like the students’ data analyzed previously, clusters of employees also reside in other Cleveland 
neighborhoods.  8,225 employees, or 12% of the total employee population, live in Cleveland 
neighborhoods other than the study area (Table 15). 782 of these employees, or 8.9% of all 
employees that live in Cleveland, reside in the Kamm’s Corners neighborhood, 674 (7.7%) live in 
Buckeye-Shaker Square, 634 (7.2%) live in Old Brooklyn, 621 (7.1%) live in Glenville, and 580 
(6.6%) live in Downtown.  These five neighborhoods actually have a higher number of 
employees than the study area. 
 
Table 13: Institutions’ Employees Living in the Study Area 
Geographic 
Area 
  
Little Italy  University Circle Overlap Area Study Area Total Total Number 
of Employees Employees % Employees % Employees % Employees % 
CIA 0 0.0% 4 2.0% 0 0.0% 4 2.0% 204 
CIM 2 0.6% 6 1.8% 0 0.0% 8 2.4% 339 
CWRU 73 1.4% 84 1.6% 6 0.1% 151 2.8% 5,312 
CCF 52 0.1% 114 0.3% 6 0.0% 160 0.4% 40,095 
CBG 0 0.0% 2 2.4% 0 0.0% 2 2.4% 85 
CMA 7 1.6% 4 0.9% 2 0.5% 9 2.1% 431 
CMS 1 0.8% 3 2.3% 1 0.8% 3 2.3% 133 
Cleveland 
Orchestra 
1 0.4% 2 0.9% 1 0.4% 2 0.9% 226 
Judson 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 84 
MOCA 2 5.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 5.4% 37 
UCUMC 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 
UH 48 0.2% 166 0.8% 11 0.1% 203 1.0% 21,250 
WRHS 2 2.2% 2 2.2% 0 0.0% 4 4.3% 92 
Total 
Number of 
Employees 
188 0.3% 387 0.6% 27 0.0% 548 0.8% 68,308 
Source: Detailed employee address data provided by thirteen UC/LI institutions 
 
In addition to Cleveland, four other municipalities - Cleveland Heights (3,521 employees), 
Shaker Heights (2,548 employees), Parma (2,222 employees), and Euclid (1,888 employees) - 
show relatively high employee populations (Table 14).  Large percentages of CIM employees 
(34.8%), Cleveland Music Settlement (CMS) employees (33.8%), and Cleveland Orchestra 
employees (33.2%) live in Cleveland Heights and Shaker Heights.  Somewhat substantial 
percentages of Judson employees (11.9%), WRHS employees (10.9%), and CBG employees 
reside in Parma and Euclid.  These four cities are collectively the home of 14.9% of all 
employees analyzed. Nevertheless, the vast majority (72.3%) of employees live in municipalities 
other than Cleveland and the four mentioned above. 
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Table 14: Institutions’ Employees Living in Inner Ring Suburbs 
Geographic 
Area 
  
Cleveland Heights Shaker Heights Parma Euclid Total Number 
of Employees  Employees % Employees % Employees % Employees % 
CIA 41 20.1% 12 5.9% 4 2.0% 4 2.0% 204 
CIM 71 20.9% 47 13.9% 2 0.6% 3 0.9% 339 
CWRU 795 15.0% 613 11.5% 55 1.0% 119 2.2% 5,312 
CCF 1,415 3.5% 1,155 2.9% 1,266 3.2% 1,068 2.7% 40,095 
CBG 12 14.1% 6 7.1% 3 3.5% 4 4.7% 85 
CMA 75 17.4% 20 4.6% 6 1.4% 13 3.0% 431 
CMS 29 21.8% 16 12.0% 2 1.5% 1 0.8% 133 
Cleveland 
Orchestra 
53 23.5% 22 9.7% 2 0.9% 7 3.1% 226 
Judson 4 4.8% 0 0.0% 3 3.6% 7 8.3% 84 
MOCA 6 16.2% 2 5.4% 1 2.7% 0 0.0% 37 
UCUMC 2 10.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 5.0% 20 
UH 1,009 4.7% 647 3.0% 869 4.1% 660 3.1% 21,250 
WRHS 9 9.8% 8 8.7% 9 9.8% 1 1.1% 92 
Total 
Number of 
Employees 
3,521 5.2% 2,548 3.7% 2,222 3.3% 1,888 2.8% 68,308 
Source: Detailed employee address data provided by thirteen UC/LI institutions 
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Map 4: Geographic Distribution of Employees’ Place of Residence 
 
Source: Detailed employee address data provided by thirteen UC/LI institutions 
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STUDENT AND EMPLOYEE COMPARISON 
Overall, not surprisingly, the student population is much more geographically concentrated 
than that of the employees analyzed in this report.  With 68% of students living in the city of 
Cleveland (64% living in the study area) and 19% living in Cleveland Heights, 87% live in very 
close proximity to their respective institutions.  On the other hand, with 13% of the employees 
living in Cleveland (0.8% in the study area), and 5% living in Cleveland Heights, only 18% of 
employees live in close proximity to their place of employment (Table 15).22  These differences 
make sense, however, considering that students’, and especially undergraduates’, geographic 
mobility is somewhat constrained. Therefore, closer proximity to campus is a necessity.  In 
addition, the two largest employers, the Cleveland Clinic and University Hospitals, also have 
locations outside the study area and over half of their employees work in those locations. 
 
The proportion of students living in the Little Italy and University Circle sections of the study 
area follows a somewhat different pattern than that of the employees.  Of students living in the 
study area, 92% live in University Circle, compared to 71% of employees. Ten percent of the 
students living in the study area live in Little Italy, compared to 34% of employees (see Map 5 
for location of both students and employees).   
 
When comparing the increase in percentages between students and employees living in the 
study area and those living in the entire of city of Cleveland, similar trends are revealed.  Only 
4% of students live in neighborhoods of Cleveland other than Little Italy and University Circle 
compared to 12% of employees.  Again, employees are scattered throughout the city much 
more evenly than the highly concentrated students.  Certain neighborhoods such as Downtown, 
Buckeye-Shaker Square, and Glenville show relatively high populations of both employees and 
students, but in general the contrast between where the students do and do not live 
throughout the region is still much more defined.  Examining areas other than Cleveland and 
Cleveland Heights, shows that only 13% of students live in these areas, compared to 82% of 
employees. 
 
This analysis suggests that there is significant opportunity for growth by attracting a greater 
share of students and employees of University Circle institutions to live within the Little Italy 
and University Circle study area.  For employees this is very apparent, as not even one percent 
live within the two neighborhoods, and 87% live outside of Cleveland.  While nearly two-thirds 
of all students analyzed live within the study area, there is still area for improvement- especially 
considering many students living in the study area reside in campus housing.  
 
  
                                                 
22 This figure accounts for all Cleveland Clinic and University Hospitals employees, including those that may work at locations 
other than their main campuses. Employees that work at these branches may in fact live in close proximity to their place of 
employment without residing in Cleveland or Cleveland Heights. 
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Table 15: Institutions’ Students and Employees by Place of Residence 
Geographic Area Students % Employees % 
Little Italy  475 6.0%   188 0.3% 
          Campus Housing  34 0.4%     
University Circle  575 7.2% 387 0.6% 
          Campus Housing  4,121 51.9%     
Overlap Area 84 1.1% 27 0.0% 
          Campus Housing  34 0.4%     
Study Area Total 5,087 64.0% 548 0.8% 
Cleveland (Excluding the Study area) 322 4.1% 8,225 12.0% 
Cleveland Heights 1,518 19.1% 3,521 5.2% 
Shaker Heights 187 2.4% 2,548 3.7% 
Parma 18 0.2% 2,222 3.3% 
Euclid 11 0.1% 1,888 2.8% 
All Other Total 800 10.1% 49,356 72.3% 
Total Number of Students/Employees 7,943  68,308  
Source: Detailed student and employee address data provided by thirteen UC/LI institutions 
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Map 5: Geographic Distribution of Students’ and Employees’ Place of Residence 
 
Source: Detailed student and employee address data provided by UC/LI institutions 
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GREATER CIRCLE LIVING PARTICIPANTS 
Since 2008, eligible University Circle institutions have participated in the Greater Circle Living 
(GCL) program in an effort to encourage their employees to live in Greater University Circle.  
Incentives are offered in the forms of loans for purchasing homes, matching funds for exterior 
home renovations, and one month rental payments for renters.  The Greater University Circle 
area includes the University Circle and Little Italy neighborhoods, and portions of Hough, 
Fairfax, Woodland Hills, Buckeye-Shaker, Glenville, and the city of East Cleveland.23 
 
Between 2008 and 2014, a total of 240 employees have participated in the GCL program (Table 
16). While the program’s boundary extends far beyond that of the study area, more than half of 
the GCL participants (124; 52%) live within the two neighborhoods.  In addition, this figure 
represents almost a quarter of all employees living in the study area (548 total).  
 
Around 64% of both UH’s and CWRU’s employees participating in GCL lived within the study 
area, and 50% of CMA’s participants and 39% of Cleveland Clinic did so as well.  Of the GCL 
participants living within the study area, 93% live within University Circle, and 14% live in Little 
Italy (eight participants reside in the overlap area). Of the 124 Greater Circle Living participants 
living within the study area, 105 (85%) received rental assistance, 13 (11%) received home 
purchase assistance, and 6 (5%) received exterior repair assistance (Table 17).  Map 6 displays 
the geographic distribution of GCL participants and the Greater University Circle neighborhood 
boundaries.  
 
Table 16: Greater Circle Living Participants Living in Study Area 
 Cleveland 
Clinic 
Cleveland 
Museum of Art 
Case 
Western 
University 
Hospitals 
Other 
 
Total 
Geographic 
Area 
# % # % # % # % # # % 
Little Italy 2 2% 1 25% 4 9% 10 11% 0 17 7% 
University 
Circle 
32 36% 1 25% 28 60% 54 60% 0 115 48% 
Overlap 
Area 
0 0% 0 0% 2 4% 6 7% 0 8 3% 
Study Area 
Total 
34  39% 2 50% 30 64% 58 64% 0 124 52% 
Total 88  4  47  90  11 240  
Source: Employee address data provided by Greater Circle Living 
 
 
 
 
  
                                                 
23 http://fairfaxrenaissance.org/gcl/gclOptions/index.html 
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Table 17: Greater Circle Living Participants Living in Study Area, by Program Type 
 Cleveland 
Clinic 
Cleveland 
Museum 
of Art 
Case 
Western 
University 
Hospitals 
Other Total 
 # % # % # % # % # # % 
Exterior 
Repair 
0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 5 9% 0 6 5% 
Home 
Purchase 
3 9% 1 50% 3 10% 6 10% 0 13 11% 
Rental 
Assistance 
31 91% 1 50% 26 87% 47 81% 0 105 85% 
Study 
Area Total 
34  2  30  58  0 124  
Source: Employee address data provided by Greater Circle Living 
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Map 6: Geographic Distribution of Greater Circle Living Participants 
 
Source: Employee address data provided by Greater Circle Living 
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PROPERTY CONDITIONS ASSESSMENT 
 
This section reviews the property conditions, ages, and market values by type within the Little 
Italy neighborhood and select parcels of University Circle.  
GENERAL RESULTS 
 
The Thriving Communities Institute of the Western Reserve Land Conservancy (WRLC) surveyed 
all properties in March 2015 in the Little Italy and the University Circle study areas. Note that 
the boundaries for the survey in University Circle are different than the University Circle 
neighborhood boundaries used in other sections of the report and were limited to selected 
residential portions of University Circle (Map 7).  A total of 691 properties were surveyed.  As 
illustrated in Table 18 and Figure 1, 582 (84%) of these were found to have occupied structures.  
The survey team found that, of the occupied structures, 86% were in Excellent (“A”) or Good 
(“B”) condition, 14% were in Fair (“C”) condition, and only 0.3% fell into the Deteriorated (“D”) 
or Unsafe/Hazardous (“F”) condition range.  Approximately 7% of properties surveyed were 
identified as parking lots, 4% as (potentially developable) vacant lots, and 2% as park space.  
The 14 vacant structures and 25 vacant lots provide opportunities for new development; they 
account for 6% of the parcels within the combined study area. Five parcels were not surveyed 
due to inaccessibility. 
 
The housing stock is very old; more than three quarters (78%) of all structures were built before 
1930, and 51% were built before 1901 (Map 8).  The map shows a concentration of these older 
structures in northern Little Italy. 
 
A more detailed analysis of the property assessment for each of the two neighborhoods is 
included in Appendix B.  The Appendix contains graphs, tables, and maps with details on the 
graded structures by age, property use type, and estimated market value.  
 
Table 18: Overall Property Assessment Results  
Survey Category A B C D F N/A Total 
Occupied Structure 167 333 79 2  1 582 
Vacant Structure Secure 2 2 8 1   13 
Vacant Structure Open     1  1 
Subtotal of All Structures 169 335 87 3 1 1 596 
Vacant Lot      25 25 
Parking Lot      47 47 
Park      11 11 
Other 1     6 7 
Not Surveyed      5 5 
Total of all Properties 170 335 87 3 1 95 691 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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Figure 1: University Circle Study Area/Little Italy Property Inventory Categories  
 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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Map 7: University Circle Study Area/Little Italy Survey Condition Grades 
 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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Map 8: Age of Structures in University Circle Study Area/Little Italy
 
Source: Neighborhood Stabilization Team (NST) Web App, NEO CANDO  
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NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION STRATEGIES 
 
This section presents policy and program recommendations to guide and inform neighborhood 
revitalization in the Little Italy and University Circle neighborhoods.  These recommendations 
are designed to leverage the unique assets of the study area, build on local development 
trends, and – while both neighborhoods are relatively strong – to stabilize and address stagnant 
properties and at-risk or declining neighborhood real estate conditions.  These 
recommendations are based on an understanding of the issues informed by stakeholder 
interviews and the analysis of demographic and property conditions in the two neighborhoods.  
The strategies focus on the Uptown portion of University Circle and Little Italy because these 
adjacent neighborhoods, while very different, have the potential to complement and 
strengthen one another. 
NEIGHBORHOOD TRENDS 
 
The population decline in Little Italy and University Circle seems to be leveling off, following 
small declines between 2000 and 2010.  More recent data from University Circle Inc. (UCI) may 
suggest population growth as new housing units come to market.  In the University Circle area, 
575 new residential units,24  including 43 for-sale units, have been completed since 2010.  There 
have also been 420 new student beds completed or under construction.  Approximately 450 to 
1,000 units are planned or under development.25 
 
The residents in both neighborhoods are predominantly renters; reflecting the large numbers 
of students.  However, some of the new condo/housing units in Little Italy are owner-occupied.  
 
Both neighborhoods are majority white; however, the racial composition is changing.  Most 
significantly, the Asian population in both neighborhoods is small (about 20%) but has increased 
by 65% in Little Italy and by 59% in University Circle.  
 
The student population is expected to remain relatively stable.  None of the three institutions 
of higher education are projecting large increases in their student bodies.  The student 
population largely consists of Case Western Reserve University (CWRU) students.  While 85% of 
undergraduate students live on campus, the majority of CWRU students who live off campus 
are concerned about affordability.26  The Cleveland Clinic-CWRU Medical School partnership is 
expected to shift some of the demand for housing for medical students to the west, just outside 
of the UCI service area. 
 
Altogether, an estimated 5,087 students and 548 employees of University Circle institutions live 
in the study area.  About 509 students live in Little Italy and 4,696 live in University Circle (of 
these 118 live in the overlap area).  However, as noted above, the researchers received only a 
                                                 
24 UCI data, “New Units Built in the Circle” 
25 UCI data, “Future University Circle Area Developments”  
26 CWRU Interview, February 11, 2015. 
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partial list of addresses for CWRU students augmented by a list of campus housing and Greek 
houses.  
 
There is an opportunity to capture a greater share of employees to live and shop in the area.  
The University Circle Institutions have over 68,000 employees total; only 0.8% (548) live in the 
study area, and 13% (8,773) live in the City of Cleveland.  Greater Circle Living (GCL), a program 
of the Greater University Circle Initiative (GUCI), offers significant incentives for employees to 
buy, rent, and rehab homes in the area and could be used to encourage additional employees 
to live in the study area.  
 
THE CURRENT SITUATION  
 
Little Italy is a relatively stable neighborhood with many strengths and some challenges.  Its 
housing stock is predominantly in good condition, but the housing stock is very old.  Over one 
half of the housing stock is 2-4 unit, of which almost one-fifth is rated only as “Fair” (“C”)  
 
Despite these challenges, the housing market remains quite strong, with very few foreclosures 
and very little turnover.  The high proportion of student renters combined with small-scale 
owners who no longer live in the neighborhood poses the greatest housing challenge.  
However, the lower rents in Little Italy compared with University Circle will continue to attract 
students who are looking for rents in the $500-1,000 per month range.  Stakeholder interviews 
indicate that there is more demand than supply for rentals in this price range.  
 
As it looks to the future, the Little Italy neighborhood has two new, transformative assets:  a 
new Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (RTA) Red Line transit station and the 
planned expansion of Cleveland Montessori into the Alta House property.   An adjacent asset, 
the new Uptown neighborhood, is quickly becoming a thriving residential and commercial 
district at the crossroads of University Circle and Little Italy. 
   
THE OPPORTUNITY   
 
Planners and community developers need to strengthen and reposition Little Italy’s housing 
market, strengthen connections to Uptown, and control the future trajectory of the 
neighborhood.  
 
Little Italy is at an inflection point.  It is well positioned to benefit from the development taking 
place in University Circle, particularly Uptown.  The new RTA station and the Cleveland 
Montessori expansion have the potential to attract more families and young professionals, 
including more employees from area institutions.  Neighborhood leaders seek to promote 
neighborhood vitality, especially to cultivate a younger crowd to patronize restaurants and 
businesses.  At the same time, Uptown and new residential developments in and around Little 
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Italy and the Greater University Circle area are providing increased competition for both 
residents and businesses.  In terms of housing, students are seeking higher quality, yet still 
affordable, housing.  All of this has the potential to change the housing and business landscape 
in Little Italy.   
 
In summary, while housing conditions are relatively stable now, new developments and 
changing demographic trends require action to ensure that the neighborhood remains 
competitive.  The centerpiece of the revitalization strategies is a master plan which builds on 
Little Italy’s Cleveland Montessori school expansion and the new transit station to attract new 
residents, while preserving and enhancing the character which defines Little Italy as a special 
place to live and visit – with historical and cultural significance. 
  
NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION STRATEGIES 
 
Recommendations are grouped into four general categories (planning, housing, community 
engagement, and strategic partnerships) of initiatives to guide neighborhood revitalization.  
Each of these categories includes a series of strategies to target specific issues and 
opportunities that exist in Little Italy and University Circle.  
Planning 
 
A master plan is the most important tool to guide and manage future development, engage and 
inform the community, and create a shared vision for the neighborhood.  It is critical at this 
juncture of Little Italy’s trajectory to engage key stakeholders in developing this vision and 
master plan for the neighborhood.  As development pressures increase, a plan can also help to 
limit speculation related to problem properties.  
 
 
Planning Strategies:   
 
P-1. Create a Little Italy/Uptown Master Plan 
a. Little Italy’s most recent master plan was created in 2005.  A new plan is needed 
to provide a cohesive vision that can build on strengths by: 
i. Encouraging Transit Oriented Development in both Uptown and Little 
Italy building on the strength of the new RTA transit station.  This is also 
an opportunity to improve the streetscape and further enhance the 
railroad underpass to create clear gateways and foster a sense of place.  
ii. Building on access to family-serving neighborhood anchors including the 
planned Montessori school expansion at Alta House. 
iii. Connecting with Uptown visually, physically, and programmatically, 
especially along the Mayfield commercial corridor.  
iv. Enhancing and preserving the historic character of Little Italy as a 
competitive economic advantage. 
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v. Positioning Little Italy as a neighborhood of choice in a great location, 
connecting University Circle with Cleveland Heights.  
b. UCI’s last master plan was created in 2000, its strategic plan was created in 2011. 
i. Since that time, the Uptown neighborhood and other new residential and 
condominium developments have transformed the area and attracted 
non-student residents.  
ii. The Little Italy neighborhood has become even more of an asset for the 
institutions in University Circle.  
 
P-2. Explore Alternative Zoning.  Look at available zoning tools that can be used to 
retain the historic character of Little Italy and control future development, including a 
form-based zoning overlay.  In January 2015, Cleveland City Council adopted an 
ordinance that would permit Urban Form Overlay Districts.  Little Italy would be a great 
location to implement this type of zoning in order to enhance and preserve the historic 
character of the neighborhood.  
 
P-3.  Review and enhance neighborhood design and green building guidelines for 
new development to ensure quality design.  Current design guidelines should be 
reviewed with an eye toward ensuring that new developments and renovations are 
sensitive to the architectural character, scale, and organization of the surrounding 
neighborhood.  Explore the addition of green building incentives for private 
development that at minimum are aligned with the city of Cleveland’s standards.  Work 
with local residents and stakeholders, so that developers can know in advance what 
type of project would meet with community support.  This reduces risk for developers. 
 
 
P-4. Plan for neighborhood amenities and quality of life enhancements.  This 
includes making the economic case for more neighborhood-serving retail in order to 
attract dry cleaners, drug stores, and full service grocery stores.  Interviewees indicate 
that safety is more an issue of perception than reality.  At the same time, organizing 
residents to be “eyes on the street” can improve the perception of safety.  
 
P-5. Explore the costs and benefits of National Historic Landmark Designation. Little 
Italy is a local landmark district.  This is a valuable regulatory tool that can be used to 
control the look and feel of the area, preserve the historical character that makes Little 
Italy a unique neighborhood, and offers an additional layer of local review through the 
Cleveland Landmarks Commission.  This report recommends exploring the feasibility of 
placing the Little Italy neighborhood on the National Register as a national landmark 
district.  The national designation would further distinguish Little Italy as a unique 
neighborhood destination.  It would also give developers access to state and federal tax 
credits which can be a powerful incentive for larger projects, especially when coupled 
with tax abatement.  It can be coupled with neighborhood design guidelines and a local 
design review district (noted above) to give the community a layer of review for all new 
construction and exterior alterations to existing buildings and structures.  The design 
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committee can give the community a voice in this process.  For example, the 
Washington University Medical Center Redevelopment Corporation (WUMCRC) in St. 
Louis is a peer program that has used this strategy successfully.  The WUMCRC works 
through community development groups and design review committees in its 
surrounding neighborhoods to facilitate the process for developers’ use of historic tax 
credits and assists with design guidelines, city permits, and variances.  (See Appendix C 
for a brief overview of the costs and benefits of national and local landmark 
designations.) 
 
Housing 
 
Little Italy is 82% renter-occupied, a percentage that has held steady since 2000.  Most of the 
renters are students.  Due to its proximity to CWRU, The Cleveland Institute of Art (CIA), and 
the Cleveland Institute of Music (CIM), Little Italy has always had a high percentage of students; 
however, the student age population (18 to 24) notably increased 50% since 2000.  At the same 
time, the neighborhood lost 37% of its family households, half of its children (up to age 17), and 
23% of its seniors (age 65 and older).  In 2000, 28% of households were families; by 2010 only 
19% of households were.  The only other age group that increased was ages 60 to 64. This age 
group was small (72 people in 2010), but increased by 55%. 
 
Interviews with stakeholders from educational institutions and neighborhood organizations 
revealed concerns about the condition of student housing, especially interiors.  The institutions 
want their students to have safe, well maintained, affordable housing.  Little Italy has a large 
number of small landlords who own one or two properties, many of whom have owned their 
property for at least 20 years.  Some are single or two-family homes that have been subdivided 
to accommodate more student renters.  Landlords in Little Italy have always been able to 
compete for students based on price and location; however, the market is shifting.  As newer 
units with more modern amenities come on the market in Uptown and other parts of University 
Circle they will compete directly with the more affordable but older units in Little Italy. 
 
The housing strategy described below has a two-pronged approach—increase the supply of 
owner-occupied housing products (both new and renovated) which appeal to families, empty 
nesters, and young professionals; and improve the quality of existing housing – with a focus on 
rental (including student rental) housing – through restoring exteriors, modernizing interiors, 
and adding energy efficiency and accessibility upgrades. 
 
The overall goal, informed by the master planning process, should be to achieve a mix of 
housing types and prices to attract and retain a diverse population including families, students, 
young professionals, and empty nesters of multiple races and nationalities.  There is a reported 
demand for family housing in the area, demonstrated by the success of Heritage Lane, but 
there is very little available supply.27 
                                                 
27 Interview with Sherry Callahan, realtor, July 8. 2015.  
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Housing Strategies:  
 
H-1. Increase staff capacity to implement housing strategies.  The Little Italy and 
University Circle neighborhoods need a dedicated housing professional to successfully 
implement the housing strategies outlined below and to keep its housing stock 
competitive well into the future.  Housing is a very specialized field and it will be 
necessary to hire a full-time qualified staff person who can help to strengthen and 
diversify the housing stock.  The housing specialist would be responsible for identifying 
housing resources, developing housing programs, troubleshooting housing issues for 
students, monitoring housing data (using the Neighborhood Stabilization Team web 
app) to get out in front of issues, and serving as a liaison with city officials. 
 
H-2. Connect residents and owners with existing housing resources and develop 
new resources where possible.  Although financial resources are increasingly limited, 
the housing specialist can maintain a file of educational and financial resources for the 
community.   
a. Utilize existing local resources including:  
i. Home Improvement Loans.  Low interest loan programs include Heritage 
Homes (Cleveland Restoration Society) and Cuyahoga County’s Housing 
Enhancement Loan Program (HELP).  The Heritage Homes program offers 
low interest loans (as low as 1.4%) to maintain and improve homes that 
are at least 50 years old.  Loans are available to fund improvements for 
both owner occupied and non-owner rental properties of three units or 
less. The program also provides technical advice, workshops and other 
resources.  The HELP program offers home improvement loans at 
reduced interest rates for single family, two family, and multi-family 
dwellings, including both owner occupied and investment housing. 
ii. Landlord and Tenant Training.  Cleveland Tenants Organization (CTO) is a 
good source of information for landlords and tenants and can provide 
neighborhood based specialized workshops for both groups. 
iii. Accessibility improvements.  Maximum Accessible Housing of Ohio is a 
resource for information and training on accessible housing and universal 
design.  This is important to prepare housing for baby boomers who wish 
to age in place, as well as others with limited physical mobility. 
iv. Counseling.  First time homebuyer counseling and foreclosure prevention 
counseling are available through Cleveland Housing Network, 
Neighborhood Housing Services, Community Housing Solutions, and 
other organizations.  
b. Develop a pool of resources to create a small grants program to incentivize 
owners to do home improvements and repairs (for those that cannot afford or 
do not qualify for loans).  For example, Shaker Heights has several grant 
programs that provide up to $2,500 for repair of code violations and exterior 
maintenance for income-qualified homeowners.   
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H-3. Improve quality and retain affordability of existing housing.  The city empowers 
Community Development Corporations (CDCs) to be “eyes on the street” for code 
enforcement and other housing issues.  In the Little Italy and University Circle 
neighborhoods, CWRU, CIA, and CIM also have an interest in improving housing quality, 
especially for students.  Little Italy Redevelopment Corporation (LIRC) and UCI should 
work closely with these institutions to use code enforcement as part of a broader 
quality improvement strategy to meet neighborhood priorities. 
a. Code Enforcement Partnership—The city’s Code Enforcement Partnership 
program is an important tool for CDCs.  Through the program, CDCs inspect all 
properties on a four-year cycle.  Many CDCs use their housing specialists to do 
the inspections so that they can connect owners with violations to resources.  A 
good example is St. Clair Superior Development Corporation, which has 
developed a good system for following up with both residents and the city.  The 
partnership is not perfect, since the city does not have enough inspectors to do 
follow-up inspections for non-compliant owners, but it is the best tool available 
and the city’s ability to follow-up is improving.  The program also enables the 
CDC to track progress on enforcement activities. 
b. Rental Registration Compliance—The city has a rental registry law that requires 
the registration of all rental units and the payment of a $35 fee.  As of 2013, an 
estimated 60% of properties city-wide were registered.  LIRC and UCI should 
determine how many are registered in the two neighborhoods and work with 
landlords through an education/outreach campaign to get their rental properties 
registered.  The registry is important for the city and, by extension, for LIRC and 
UCI, in order to know which units are being rented and to be able to identify the 
responsible party in the case of code violations.  It is especially important in Little 
Italy, which may have single-family rentals that are not registered. 
c. New “Certified Rental” Program–LIRC and UCI can create a voluntary program to 
encourage landlords to meet certain quality standards in order to be “certified.”  
As an incentive to participate, certified units could be specially marketed by LIRC, 
UCI, and the Greater Circle Living program.  “Certified Shaker” was a good model 
for this.  Although it was successful, it is unfortunately no longer available 
because of city budget cuts.28 
d. Vacant Land Management—Develop the capacity to buy and hold vacant land for 
future development.  Little Italy Development, LLC and Little Italy Preservation 
Partnership or UCI could serve this function.  In addition to these entities, 
another option for acquiring property is to enter into a pass-through agreement 
with Cuyahoga County Land Reutilization Corporation (CCLRC).  Pass-through 
agreements are advantageous for CDCs that want to do strategic land assembly.  
The Cuyahoga County Land Reutilization Authority (County Land Bank) can 
acquire strategic properties or properties they did not elect to acquire – knowing 
they have an end user – provided the CDC has a plan and agrees to acquire the 
                                                 
28 Kamla Lewis, Director, Neighborhood Revitalization Department, City of Shaker Heights, phone conversation, July 2015.   
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property.  These types of transfers are very quick, and are much faster than 
municipal land banks. 
 
H-4. Encourage modernization and conversion.   
a. Develop financial incentives (a loan pool) to encourage modernization (“upgrade 
and sell”) of existing housing.  Fifty-seven percent of the housing in Little Italy 
was built before 1901, and 84% was built before 1930 (Table B-6).  There is a 
need to encourage existing and new owners to modernize the interiors and to 
restore the historical and architectural integrity of the exteriors, many of which 
were “updated” with aluminum siding that in many cases hides the historic 
features of the homes.  Interior upgrades would include electrical, plumbing, and 
other systems as well as energy efficiency and accessibility upgrades so that 
empty nesters can age in place.  The structures at greatest risk are the 274 two-
to-four unit residential structures, especially those that are graded “C” or 
lower.29 Many of these have been subdivided even further to house additional 
students.   
b. Identify a roster of quality investors and connect them with “upgrade and sell” 
opportunities as they come on the market. 
c. Develop a loan pool or other financial incentives to encourage conversion from 
multi- to single-family units.  Little Italy contains a number of single-family or 
two-family homes that have been subdivided into multi-family rental units for 
students.  In addition to reducing the number of rental units in these formerly 
single- and two-family homes, this strategy would improve the quality of housing 
stock and add to the supply of housing that can be marketed to families and 
young professionals.30  Investment should be targeted to streets near the Alta 
House/Montessori School, a potential draw for families.  With help from the 
educational institutions and other stakeholders, it may be possible to work with 
a local bank or with the Cleveland Restoration Society to develop a specialized 
loan product for this purpose and to test it in Little Italy on a pilot basis. 
 
One example of a successful conversion program in a similar setting is the 
partnership between the University of Iowa and Iowa City called the UniverCity 
Neighborhood Partnership.  The program targets multi-family homes in areas 
that retain a single-family character and a demand for single-family housing, but 
also have a large renter population and are near the university campus.  The city 
purchases the homes, renovates them, and converts them back to single family 
dwellings using low-interest loans provided by local lenders.  The homes are then 
sold to qualifying families for the original acquisition cost plus loan and carrying 
costs and other fees, but excluding the cost of the renovations.  The program is 
                                                 
29 Of the 486 structures in LI, 56% have 2-4 units, but they comprise 66% of all the “C” rated structures (although only 17% of 
them are rated “C”).  
30 Interviews with Sherry Callahan, realtor, and Jeff Kipp, Live Cleveland, suggest that there is a demand for family housing in 
these neighborhoods, but the supply is limited.   This is borne out by national research that shows that millennials still want 
single-family homes as they enter their thirties.  
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also considering incentives to encourage quality, affordable rental housing and 
efforts to work with landlords to promote attractive and well-managed rentals.31  
 
Conversion from multi- to single-family, owner-occupied housing was also done 
successfully in St. Louis, where developers, with assistance from the WUMCRC, 
used national and state historic preservation tax credits to convert 2-3 unit 
houses back to single family homes.  However, it is important to note that 
Missouri is one of the few states that allow historic preservation tax credits to be 
used for owner-occupied housing.  In Ohio, such tax credits can only be used for 
income-producing property (rentals), but changing this could be a legislative 
policy priority.  
 
Heritage Lane in Cleveland, a project undertaken by Famicos on East 105th, did 
not use historic tax credits because it was converting rentals to single-family, 
owner-occupied housing, but it is another example that demonstrated that 
conversion can be a catalytic investment.  The substantial investment in Heritage 
Lane demonstrated that there is a market for large single-family homes in the 
Greater University Circle area.  To date, eleven of the 13 historic homes have 
been sold.32   
 
H-5. Ensure long-term affordability in certain areas.  In parts of the UCI service area 
where the housing market is quite strong, affordability is quickly becoming an issue.  It is 
likely to become more of an issue in Little Italy with increasing development pressures 
from Uptown and the new transit station.  It is important to plan now to put in place 
mechanisms to maintain a mix of housing that is affordable to students and low-to-
middle income employees of area institutions, so that future development does not 
price existing residents out of the market.  Two approaches are suggested: 
a. Land Trust programs are a proven way to ensure long-term affordability for 
owner occupied housing (see Appendix D).  
i. Land Trust Program (Neighborhood Housing Services of Greater 
Cleveland) 
ii. Burlington Community Land Trust (Burlington and Associates) 
b. For market rate rental housing, develop and pilot a voluntary inclusionary 
housing set-aside requiring a defined percentage of units in the $500-1,000 
range as “workforce housing” in larger, new developments.   
 
Community Engagement 
Residents, property owners (even those who live elsewhere in the city), business owners, 
student organizations (sororities and fraternities), and other stakeholders (schools and 
universities, hospitals, community organizations, churches) can play a valuable role in helping 
                                                 
31 Information accessed from https://icgov.org/UniverCity 
32 Email communication from Michael Palcisco, Interim Director, Real Estate Development, Famicos Foundation, September 4, 
2015. 
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to monitor quality of life issues such as crime and public safety, as well as monitoring housing 
and other development issues.  Organizing traditional block clubs or other committees is 
especially challenging given the transient nature of the population.  In 2008-2012, 87% of 
renter households in Little Italy had lived in their unit for 10 years or less.  However, there are 
strong, long-term stakeholders in the neighborhoods, and engagement is one of the most 
effective tools available for neighborhood revitalization. 
 
Community Engagement Strategies: 
 
CE-1. Organize and support community engagement.  Convene meetings, provide 
logistical and technical support, and help to follow-up on issues and opportunities.  
Begin by engaging all sectors of the community, including young leaders, in the master 
plan update process.  This is important for planning but even more so for 
implementation.  Engagement must be proactive and strategic, especially around 
development projects.  It is important to build relationships and to keep the community 
informed about development plans so that issues can be addressed quickly and 
effectively.  
 
CE-2. Partner with Neighborhood Connections.  Neighborhood Connections is a 
community-building program of the Cleveland Foundation, created to invest in citizen-
led neighborhood projects through innovative small grants.  Their mission is to 
empower people in Cleveland’s neighborhoods and to encourage them to become more 
engaged with each other and the city around them.33  Neighborhood Connections can 
assist in developing a community engagement plan.  The goal is to get as many 
stakeholders participating in the process as possible, and Neighborhood Connections, 
which is working with all of the Greater University Circle neighborhoods including Little 
Italy, can determine who needs to be involved and how. 
  
Strategic Partnerships Strategies: 
 
Resources are limited, and there is a full revitalization agenda that needs attention.  One way to 
maximize resources is to identify what needs to be done and look to partner with existing 
organizations, where appropriate, to do it.  If the capacity does not exist, identify organizations 
with whom capacity can be developed.   
 
Strategic Partnerships: 
 
SP-1. Strengthen existing partnerships.  Build on the strengths of area organizations 
including LIRC, UCI, Famicos (Glenville), and the Greater University Circle Initiative 
(especially Greater Circle Living and Neighborhood Connections programs) to better 
address housing needs and serve businesses and residents.  For example, Famicos is 
                                                 
33 http://www.neighborhoodgrants.org/about/ 
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strong in housing development and historic preservation.  UCI is strong in grant writing, 
real estate management, planning, funding, marketing, advertising, communication, and 
market research.  LIRC provides a range of community services, has an intimate 
knowledge of the neighborhood’s strong community roots and connections, exhibits 
strong leadership, and manages a successful valet program.  Neighborhood anchors 
such as Alta House, the Montessori school, and Holy Rosary Church can be a great draw 
for families who might want to live in Little Italy.  Strengthening ties could lead to 
mutually beneficial programs in order to attract and retain families.  The GUCI’s Greater 
Circle Living program provides financial incentives for employees of Greater University 
Circle Institutions to live in these neighborhoods with incentives for home purchase, 
exterior renovations, and rent.34  In addition to its strong community engagement arm, 
Neighborhood Connections offers a competitive small grants program for neighborhood 
projects.  
 
Specific areas for collaboration include: 
 
a. UCI and LIRC and stakeholders (including the institutions, Holy Rosary Church, 
and others) jointly market and promote the whole area (residential and 
business).  As part of this, actively work to promote the safety of the area and to 
position it as a welcoming place for all. 
b. Collaborate with Greater Circle Living and Live Cleveland to promote quality 
housing in both neighborhoods and to identify the type of housing that is in 
demand by employees so that new supply can be added to meet current 
demand. 
c. Connect Little Italy businesses with existing business support and training, 
especially around marketing and attracting younger audiences (e.g. Uptown 
Business Alliance). 
d. Connect LIRC’s valet parking program with the valet service in Uptown to 
encourage visitors to utilize businesses in both neighborhoods (e.g., drop a car in 
Uptown, pick it up in Little Italy).  
e. Strengthen advocacy on behalf of both neighborhoods with the city.  Identify 
issues that can be advocated together.  
 
SP-2. Develop short-term or program-related partnerships.  Seek out other partners 
to help with specific issues such as land assembly—Cuyahoga County Land Reutilization 
Corporation (described above) or transit-oriented development (TOD)—such as 
Enterprise Community Partners, RTA, and Cleveland Neighborhood Progress.  For 
example, Enterprise has a tool kit for Transit Oriented Development, affordable housing, 
and neighborhood projects leveraging community and transit resources.35  
                                                 
34 As noted in the recent collaboration study, “Collaboration Funding and Alliance Recommendations.” 2015. Worcester, KW 
Strategic consulting Group, LLC, no date. 
 
35 Sourced from Enterprise’s website: 
http://www.enterprisecommunity.com/servlet/servlet.FileDownload?file=00P1400000cMBxPEAW 
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PEER PROGRAMS/ORGANIZATIONS 
 
Researchers identified five peer programs that adopted and effectively implemented similar 
strategies; these can serve as examples for Little Italy and University Circle when they embark 
on the stabilization and revitalization of their neighborhoods. 
 
1. Mount Washington Community Development Corporation, Pittsburgh, PA.  The Mt. 
Washington and Duquesne Heights neighborhoods are very similar to the studied 
neighborhoods in several respects.  First, like Little Italy and University Circle, the Mt. 
Washington neighborhood is one of the most visited neighborhoods in Pittsburgh.  Its 
draw is the views it offers of Pittsburgh's skyline and its lively restaurant scene. In 2009, 
the area was beginning to struggle, and at the same time it was feeling development 
pressures, similar to Little Italy today.  The CDC commissioned a 10-year neighborhood 
housing strategy to take a proactive position towards its housing stock and 
neighborhood amenities at a time when the area was poised for growth and 
development.  Many of their housing strategies have informed this study. 
 
2. Washington University Medical Center Redevelopment Corporation (WUMCRC), Central 
West End, St. Louis.  The WUMCRC is a partnership between Barnes-Jewish Health Care 
and the Washington University School of Medicine and works to improve the quality of 
life for the neighborhoods surrounding the medical campuses.  It serves two 
neighborhoods: the Central West End and Forest Park Southeast.  It supports these 
neighborhoods by assisting them with community outreach, public and infrastructure 
improvements, safety and security, planning and economic development, and housing.  
It runs an employer-assisted housing program similar to Greater Circle Living, and is 
actively working with Forest Park Southeast to turn functionally obsolete housing into 
new housing opportunities.  Over the last 35 years, it has invested millions of dollars 
toward regenerating the market for private investment in businesses and real estate 
and has made significant progress in revitalizing both neighborhoods.  Their challenge 
today is similar to that for Little Italy and University Circle: to use forward momentum 
that was created by this investment to counter challenges while compelling further 
neighborhood revitalization.  They do not consider themselves a CDC, because they 
have no community representatives on their board.  
 
They have at least four key strategies.  The first is utilizing state and federal historic tax 
credits.  They have developed a great deal of experience using these as a key 
redevelopment tool for these neighborhoods, which could be a model for Little Italy and 
University Circle.  For example, the Corporation paid for a consultant to prepare the 
landmark designation application for a neighborhood group.  
 
Second, their approach to community engagement is comprehensive.  For example, 
every staff person is responsible for including community engagement in their work.  
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They find this approach to be effective in creating community buy-in for redevelopment 
plans and projects. 
 
Third, once the private market gained momentum (after 30+ years), they began 
facilitating further development by helping developers to access the historic 
preservation tools and to navigate city processes.  
 
Fourth, they have tight controls over development through neighborhood plans and 
form-based codes that have been key to managing development as the neighborhood 
started to turn over.  As a result, unlike Little Italy, lower quality student housing is not 
as much of an issue in these neighborhoods, because there is a good supply of privately 
developed, high-quality student housing.  The competition and controls have 
encouraged expectations and demand for quality.  
   
3. UniverCity Neighborhood Partnership.  This program was collaboratively developed by 
the city of Iowa and the University of Iowa to address housing issues in the 
neighborhoods surrounding the university.  It has a track record of using low-interest 
loans provided by local lenders to convert multi-family housing to single family homes.  
The homes are then sold to qualifying families who agree to live in them for a certain 
period of time. 
 
4. Shaker Heights Housing Plan.  This is included as a peer program because Shaker is 
facing housing issues similar to Little Italy, and it just adopted a new housing plan that 
incorporates many viable tools and strategies. These tools include comprehensive code 
enforcement, incentives to encourage modernization, energy efficiency, and 
accessibility, and a city branding and resident recruitment strategy that can be used to 
improve the quality of the housing stock, attract new residents, and capitalize on the 
historic character of the city. 
 
5. Cleveland Area Community Development Corporations are included as peer programs 
for their use of federal historic tax credits (often coupled with low-income housing tax 
credits and new market tax credits) for housing development.  These include Famicos 
Foundation (Doan Classroom, Notre Dame) and the Detroit Shoreway Community 
Development Organization (which has facilitated a mix of multi-family and single family 
as well as commercial projects such as Kennedy Apartments, Bank Building, Gordon 
Square Apartments, Harp Building Apartments, Chateau Building Apartments, Templin 
Bradley Lofts, Near West Lofts, and Capitol Theatre).  More recently, they were awarded 
state tax credits for Lion Mills Apartment Building.  Detroit Shoreway also assists many 
other CDCs around town by serving as consultant/co-applicant on tax credit applications 
to help those who are not as well-versed in the real estate financing structure behind 
these types of deals.  For example, Detroit Shoreway has helped St. Clair Superior 
Development Corporation and Westown CDC with recent projects.  There are many 
examples of CDCs that have used federal historic tax credits for residential 
development.  
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Table 19: Neighborhood Revitalization Strategies  
 Strategies Neighborhood 
Planning Little Italy Uptown UCI Service Area 
P-1 Create a Little Italy/Uptown Master Plan X X  
P-2 Explore Alternative Zoning X X X 
P-3 Apply for National Historic Landmark 
Designation 
X   
P-4 Create Neighborhood Design and Green 
Building Guidelines for new Development to 
Ensure Quality Design.   
X X X 
P-5 Plan for Neighborhood Amenities and Quality 
of Life Enhancements  
X X X 
Housing  
H-1 Increase Staff Capacity to Implement Housing 
Strategies 
X X X 
H-2 Connect Residents and Owners with Existing 
Housing Resources and Develop new 
Resources Where Possible 
X X X 
H-2a Improve Quality and Retain Affordability of 
Existing Housing 
X  X 
H-2b Code Enforcement Partnership X X X 
H-2c Rental Registration Compliance X X X 
H-2d Create a "Certified Rental" Program X X X 
H-3 Develop the Capacity to Buy and Hold Vacant 
Land 
X   
H-4 Encourage Modernization and Conversion X  X 
H-5 Ensure Long-Term Affordability in Certain 
Areas 
 X X 
Community Engagement  
CE-1 Organize and Support Community 
Engagement 
X X X 
CE-2 Partner with Neighborhood Connections X X X 
Strategic Partnerships  
SP-1 Strengthen Existing Partnerships X  X 
SP-2 Develop Short-Term or Program Related 
Partnerships 
X  X 
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APPENDIX A 
 
SOURCES FOR NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION STRATEGIES  
 
Key Informant Interviews (in chronological order by date of interview): 
 University Circle Inc. :  Chris Ronayne, Debbie Berry, Elise Yablonsky, and Christin 
Farmer, January 7, 2015 
 Little Italy Redevelopment Corporation: Raymond Kristosik, Executive Director of LIRC; 
Dan Brennan, outgoing LIRC President; MaryAnn McKee, incoming LIRC President; Jackie 
Anselmo, Alta House; Father Joseph Previte, Holy Rosary Catholic Church; February 4, 
2015 
 Urban Land Institute Developers Forum: Russell Berusch, Wes Finch, The Finch Group, 
Russell Lamb,  Allegro Realty Advisors, February 5, 2015  
 Case Western Reserve University: Dick Jamieson, Kevin Slesh, Stephen Campbell, Latisha 
James, Julie Rehm, Sasaki (Master Plan Consultants), February 11, 2015 
 Cleveland Restoration Society: Tom Jorgensen, Chief Operating Officer, June 2, 2015 
 Mount Washington Community Development Corporation: Laura Guralnick, Economic 
Development Director, Pittsburgh, PA, June 19, 2015. 
 Cleveland Neighborhood Progress: Jeff Kipp, June 26, 2015 
 Levin College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State University: Stephanie Ryberg-Webster, 
Professor, June 25, 2015 
 Cleveland City Planning Commission: Kim Scott, Neighborhood Planner, June 26, 2015 
 ReThink Advisors, Inc.: Irwin Lowenstein, President, (CWRU Master Plan) July 7, 2015 
 Central West End neighborhood, St. Louis: James Dwyer, July 9, 2015 
 Howard Hanna: Sherry Callahan, Realtor, July 8, 2015 
 Cleveland Tenants Organization: Angela Shuckahosee, Executive Director, July 8, 2015 
 Cleveland Institute of Art: Grafton Nunes, President; and Matt Smith, Director of 
Student Life, July 14, 2015 
 Washington University Medical Center Redevelopment Authority: Brian Phillips, 
Executive Director, July 15, 2015 
 The Cleveland Foundation: Lillian Kuri, July 16, 2015 
 Cleveland Institute of Music: Eric Bauer, Vice President and COO, July 27, 2015 
 
Sources: 
“Rent or Own, Young Adults Still Prefer Single-Family Homes”, Fannie Mae Housing Insights, 
Volume 5, Issue 1; July 1, 2015. 
 
Ryberg, S. R. (2010). Neighborhood stabilization through historic preservation: An analysis of 
historic preservation and community development in Cleveland, Providence, Houston and 
Seattle. Doctoral dissertation, University of Pennsylvania. Chapter 6, “Famicos Foundation 
Embraces Rehabilitation in the Rustbelt”, (Cleveland, Ohio).  
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APPENDIX B 
LAND ASSESSMENT DATA  
This appendix details the results of the land assessment performed by The Western Reserve 
Land Conservancy’s Thriving Communities Institute in March 2015 in the Little Italy and 
University Circle study areas (note that the boundaries for the survey are different than the 
University Circle neighborhood boundaries used in other sections of the report; see Map B-1).  
A total of 691 properties were surveyed. 
 
The survey area is referred to as the ‘University Circle Study Area’.  The survey condition grade 
map (Map B-2) displays condition assessments (i.e. grades) alone, regardless of survey 
category.  Additionally, Map B-3 displays only properties categorized as vacant structures or 
vacant lots.  Note that 4% of properties surveyed were identified as potentially developable 
vacant lots. 
 
The following maps display the property grades.  Map B-1 displays the grade by property use 
and indicates whether the property is occupied or vacant, while Map B-2 displays just the 
grade.  As these maps indicate, the majority of properties are in good condition (“A” or “B”), 
and aside from the new developments (Uptown and some new developments in Little Italy), a 
mix is found throughout the study area.  Map B-2 shows that the “D” and “F” graded properties 
are in northern Little Italy.  
 
Map B-3 shows that the few vacant structures are scattered throughout the study area, with a 
concentration near Coltman Road and Euclid Avenue in northern Little Italy. 
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Map B- 1: University Circle Study Area/Little Italy General Survey Results  
 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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Map B- 2: University Circle Study Area/Little Italy Survey Condition Grade  
 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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Map B- 3: University Circle Study Area/Little Italy Vacant Land 
 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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The property ratings are broken down by neighborhood in the following figures and tables.  
Table B-1 and Figure B-1 report the grades for lots in Little Italy.  Of 486 total structures, nearly 
98% were occupied.  86% of these occupied structures received Excellent (“A”) or Good (“B”) 
grades; the majority of these received (“B”) grades (61%).  When looking at the subtotal for all 
structures, only 4 (1%) of all structures were in Deteriorated/Unsafe conditions (earned “D” or 
“F” grades).  71 (15%) earned a Fair grade (“C”) and could use improvement.  
 
Table B-2 and Figure B-2 display the grades for the University Circle Study Area.  Only 2 of the 
110 structures were vacant – and both were secured.  There were 9 vacant lots assessed and 4 
parking lots within the University Circle Study Area.  The majority of the 108 occupied 
structures, 52 (48%) received an “A” grade, indicating that the properties in University Circle 
are in better condition than those in Little Italy.  When looking at the subtotal for all structures, 
only one property was in Deteriorated condition (earned a “D”).  15 (14%) earned a Fair grade 
(“C”) and could use improvement.  
 
 
Table B- 1: Little Italy Property Assessment Results 
Grade A B C D F N/A Grand 
Total 
Parcels Surveyed # % # % # % # % # % # %  
Occupied 
Structure 
115 24% 292 61% 65 14% 2 0%     1 0% 475 
Vacant Structure 
Secure 
2 20% 1 10% 6 60% 1 10%         10 
Vacant Structure 
Open 
                1 100%     1 
Subtotal of All 
Structures 
117 24% 293 60% 71 15% 3 1% 1 0% 1 0% 486 
Vacant Lot                     16 100% 16 
Parking Lot                     43 100% 43 
Park                     8 100% 8 
Other 1 100%                    1 
Not Surveyed                     4 100% 4 
Grand Total                  558 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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Figure B- 1: Little Italy Property Inventory Categories 
 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
 
Table B- 2: University Circle Study Area Property Assessment Results 
Grade A B C D N/A Grand 
Total 
Parcels 
Surveyed 
#  % # % # % # % # %  
Occupied 
Structure 
52 48% 41 38% 14 13% 1 1%     108 
Vacant 
Structure 
Secure 
    1 50% 1 50%         2 
Subtotal of All 
Structures 
52 47% 42 38% 15 14% 1 1% 0 0% 110 
Vacant Lot                 9 100% 9 
Parking Lot                 4 100% 4 
Park                 3 100% 3 
Other                 6 100% 6 
Not Surveyed                 1 100% 1 
Grand Total                133 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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Figure B- 2: University Circle Study Area Property Inventory Categories  
 
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
Detailed Results 
 
The conditions assessment survey results were further analyzed by factors of property capacity, 
for-sale and for-rent units, year of construction (year built), owner- or renter-occupancy, 
property use, and market value to discern any patterns.  This more detailed data was obtained 
from the Cuyahoga County Auditor’s data via the Neighborhood Stabilization Team web app 
through the Northeast Ohio Community and Neighborhood Data for Organizing (NEO CANDO) 
database.  The tables below report assessment results broken down by these associated 
categories. 
 
Analysis by Property Capacity  
 
Tables B-3 and B-4 describe the conditions assessment results in Little Italy and the University 
Circle Study Area according to the number of units within each structure, as reported by the 
Cuyahoga County Auditor.  This data reveals a somewhat significant percentage of Fair (“C”) 
multi-unit properties in both neighborhoods.  In Little Italy, the category with the highest level 
of Fair (“C”) properties was 2-4 units, with 17% needing improvement.  In University Circle, 
eight of 15 2-4 unit structures (53%) and five of twelve 5-15 unit structures (42%) earned a Fair 
(“C”) grade.  
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Table B- 3: Little Italy Results by Property Capacity 
Grade  1 Unit 2-4 Units 5-15 Units Unknown Total Structures 
# % # % # % # % # % 
A 53 43% 32 12% 9  26% 24 44% 118 24% 
B 55 45% 193 70% 21  62% 24 44% 293 60% 
C 15 12% 47 17% 4  12% 5 9% 71 15% 
D 0   2 1% 0   1 2% 3 1% 
F 0   0   0   1 2% 1 0% 
Total 
Structures 
123   274   34   55   486   
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
 
Table B- 4: University Circle Study Area Results by Property Capacity  
 Grade  
  
1 Unit 2-4 Units 5-15 
Units 
16-50 
Units 
51-100 
Units 
101+ 
Units 
Unknown Total 
Structures 
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 
A 24 51% 0   2 17% 3 60% 1 100% 2 67% 20 74% 52 47% 
B 21 45% 7 47% 4 33% 2 40% 0   1 33% 7 26% 42 38% 
C 2 4% 8 53% 5 42% 0   0   0   0   15 14% 
D 0   0   1 8% 0   0   0   0   1 1% 
Total 
Structures 
47   15   12   5   1   3   27   110   
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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Analysis of Units for Sale or Rent 
 
The survey staff noted which properties appeared to be for sale or for rent at the time of the 
assessment (Table B-5).  The majority of properties identified as being for sale or for rent fell 
into the Excellent (“A”) and Good (“B”) assessment categories.  Of the 20 units for sale or rent 
in Little Italy, 75% are “A” or “B”.  In University Circle, the only “For Rent” or “For Sale” property 
was graded “A”.  
  
Table B- 5: Properties Advertised as For Sale or For Rent in Little Italy  
For Sale or 
Rent? 
No Yes Total 
Structures 
Grade  # % # % # % 
A 116 25% 2 10% 118 24% 
B 280 60% 13 65% 293 60% 
C 66 14% 5 25% 71 15% 
D 3 1% 0   3 1% 
F 1 0% 0   1 0% 
Total 
Structures 
466   20    486   
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
 
 
Analysis by Year Built 
 
Year built data was acquired from the County Auditor’s property data from the NST web app. 
Tables B-6 and B-7 display the number of structures per each range, exclusive of ungraded 
parcels, for the Little Italy and the University Circle Study Areas, respectively.   
 
Table B-6 reports that 83% of graded structures in Little Italy were built before 1930, indicating 
a large stock of aged housing.  Table B-7 reports that only 56% of the graded structures were 
built before 1930 in the University Circle Study Area.  The University Circle Study Area also 
experienced an increase of 14 structures (13% of all graded structures) between 2010 and 
2012, and has a large number of structures with unknown ages (18%).  
 
Map B-4 displays the age of structures on a map for both areas.  It shows a concentration of 
older structures in the northern Little Italy area. 
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Table B- 6: Property Assessment for Little Italy Structures by Year Built 
 
Grade   
1850-1900 1901-1929 1930-1999 2000-2009 2010-2012 Unknown Total 
Structures 
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 
A 30 11% 26 20% 17 71% 20 95% 13 100% 12 52% 118 24% 
B 192 70% 85 66% 6 25% 1 5% 0   9 39% 293 60% 
C 52 19% 17 13% 1 4% 0   0   1 4% 71 15% 
D 2 1% 0   0   0   0   1 4% 3 1% 
F 0   1 1% 0   0   0   0   1 0% 
Total 
Structures 
276 57% 129 27% 24 5% 21 4% 13 3% 23 5% 486   
Source: Neighborhood Stabilization Team (NST) Web App, NEO CANDO 
 
Table B- 7: Property Assessment for University Circle Structures by Year Built 
  
Grade   
1850-1900 1901-1929 1930-1999 2000-2009 2010-2012 Unknown Total 
Structures 
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 
A 8 26% 3 10% 3 33% 5 100% 14 100% 19 95% 52 47% 
B 13 42% 22 71% 6 67% 0   0   1 5% 42 38% 
C 9 29% 6 19% 0   0   0   0   15 14% 
D 1 3% 0   0   0   0   0   1 1% 
Total 
Structures 
31 28% 31 28% 9 8% 5 5% 14 13% 20 18% 110   
Source: Neighborhood Stabilization Team (NST) Web App, NEO CANDO 
 
 
 
 
  
University Circle and Little Italy Housing Study 
 
 
Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State University                                      67 
 
Map B- 4: Age of Structures in Study Area  
 
Source: Neighborhood Stabilization Team (NST) Web App, NEO CANDO 
University Circle and Little Italy Housing Study 
 
 
Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban Affairs, Cleveland State University                                      68 
 
Analysis by Owner/Renter Occupancy 
 
Auditor’s data from the NST web app was used to address the question of owner occupancy.  
The auditor flags any property claiming the 2.5% owner-occupied credit, and this serves as a 
good, but not foolproof, proxy of owner occupancy.  The results are displayed in Tables B-8 and 
B-9 for Little Italy and University Circle Study Areas, respectively.  The analysis reveals that 75% 
of the structures assessed in the University Circle Study Area and 55% of the structures 
assessed in Little Italy are not flagged as receiving the reduction; these properties are assumed 
to be renter-occupied properties.   
 
In Little Italy, there is only a slight difference in the ratings of owner- and renter-occupied 
housing.  Eighty-six percent of owner-occupied structures received Excellent or Good grades, 
while 84% of renter-occupied structures received Excellent or Good grades.  Notably, 58% of 
the properties graded “C” and two of the three graded “D” in Little Italy are renter-occupied.  
Similarly, the University Circle Study Area showed little difference, with 86% of owner-occupied 
structures graded Excellent or Good, while 85% of renter-occupied structures received the 
same.  Also similarly to Little Italy, a disproportionate amount of properties graded “C” in the 
University Circle Study Area are renter-occupied (73%).  
 
Table B- 8: Property Assessment for Little Italy Structures by Occupant Type  
Grade   
  
Owner Occupied Renter Occupied Total Structures 
# % # % # % 
A 52 24% 66 25% 118 24% 
B 136 62% 157 59% 293 60% 
C 30 14% 41 15% 71 15% 
D 1 0% 2 1% 3 1% 
F 0 0% 1 0% 1 0% 
Total Structures 219   267   486   
Source: Cuyahoga County Auditor, NST Web App  
 
Table B- 9: Property Assessment for University Circle Structures by Occupant Type  
 Grade  
  
Owner Occupied Renter Occupied Total Structures 
# % # % # % 
A 10 36% 42 51% 52 47% 
B 14 50% 28 34% 42 38% 
C 4 14% 11 13% 15 14% 
D 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% 
Total Structures 28   82   110   
Source: Cuyahoga County Auditor, NST Web App  
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Analysis by Apparent Property Use 
 
Survey staff assessed the apparent property use for all structures surveyed.  The majority of 
properties surveyed in each area were found to be Residential or Mixed Use.  The University 
Circle Study Area was drawn to include mostly residential properties.  Ninety-three percent of 
residential properties and 85% of commercial properties were found by the survey to have 
occupied structures present.   
 
In Little Italy, three of the four Industrial properties were graded Fair (“C”) and one was graded 
F (Table B-10).  The majority (63%) of residential properties were assessed as Good (“B”), with 
22% graded Excellent (“A”) and 15% graded (“C”).  In University Circle, the residential 
properties seem to be in better condition (Table B-11), with a more even split between 
residential properties rated “A” (42%) and “B” (40%).  Fifteen of 86, or 17% of the residential 
units, were graded as Fair (“C”), indicating a need for improvement.  
  
Table B- 10: Property Assessment for Little Italy Structures by Use  
 Grade Commercial Industrial Mixed Use Other Residential Total 
Structures 
  # % # % # % # % # % # % 
A 11 48% 0 0% 16 41% 1 20% 90 22% 118 24% 
B 9 39% 0 0% 20 51% 4 80% 260 63% 293 60% 
C 2 9% 3 75% 3 8% 0   63 15% 71 15% 
D 1 4% 0   0   0   2 0% 3 1% 
F 0   1 25% 0   0   0   1 0% 
Total 
Structures 
23  4  39  5  415  486  
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
 
Table B- 11: Property Assessment for University Circle Structures by Use  
Grade  Commercial Industrial Mixed 
Use 
Other Residential Total 
Structures 
  # % # % # % # % # % # % 
A 3 75% 0   7 88% 6 50% 36 42% 52 47% 
B 1 25% 0   1 13% 6 50% 34 40% 42 38% 
C 0   0   0   0   15 17% 15 14% 
D 0   0   0   0   1 1% 1 1% 
Total 
Structures 
4   0   8   12   86   110   
Source: WRLC Survey Data, March 2015 
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Total Estimated Market Value 
 
Information regarding the County Auditor’s Estimated Market Value was obtained from the NST 
web app to provide context for the conditions assessment of structures in the study area.  This 
data is shown in Figure B-3 and mapped in Map B-5.  It should be noted that some developed 
parcels appear to have no value, due to the County Auditor’s practice of assigning all Total 
Estimated Market Value under common ownership to one parcel and representing the other 
“Listed With” parcels as having no value.  The Uptown Phase 1 parcels on the corner of Euclid 
Avenue and Ford Drive are an example of this practice. 
 
The majority of properties in the combined study area are worth less than $75,000, with the 
most properties (of all types) estimated in the $50,000-$75,000 range; this is high in 
comparison to Cleveland’s 2012 home sale average of $25,00036.  Only a few structures (under 
50 total) were worth more than $300,000 in 2012. Map B-5 displays that the highest-value 
properties in the study area are clustered along Euclid Avenue in University Circle and along the 
main corridors in Little Italy. 
 
Figure B- 3: Number of properties by Estimated Market Value (in 2012 Dollars)  
 
Source: Cuyahoga County Auditor, NST Web App    
                                                 
36 
http://www.cleveland.com/datacentral/index.ssf/2014/01/cuyahoga_county_home_prices_up.html?appSession=63451645032
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Map B- 5: Estimated Market Value  
 
Source: Cuyahoga County Auditor, NST Web App   
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APPENDIX C  
NATIONAL AND LOCAL LANDMARK DISTRICT DESIGNATION Q&A 37 
 
What is the benefit of local and national designation? 
 
Local landmark districts are used as a regulatory tool to protect the look and feel of an area.  It 
gives the Cleveland Landmarks Commission oversight over exterior changes to structures in the 
district.  No incentives are tied to this designation. 
 
A national district designation is almost the opposite.  It comes with no regulations, no 
oversight of changes, unless a federal agency or federal money is involved in the project.  It also 
offers a layer of protection from federal actions (e.g., a new federal highway being built 
through a neighborhood).  Other than that, the designation is largely honorary.  However, it 
does provide access to federal historic preservation tax credits.  It adds no additional regulation 
on properties over the local district designation. 
 
The local district designation helps if a project applies for state and national tax credits in that it 
serves to meet the Part One determination of eligibility for the national designation.  However, 
the project must still complete the full application to qualify for national (and state) credits.  
 
The Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credit, if awarded, provides up to 25% of qualified 
rehabilitation expenditures incurred during a rehabilitation project. Applicants are eligible for 
no more than $5 million in tax credits unless approved as a catalytic project.  The federal credit 
award provides up to an additional 20% of a project’s qualified rehabilitation costs.  
 
Can small projects qualify for tax credits? 
 
Any size (dollar value) project can qualify, but the costs of applying for the credits may exceed 
the value of the credits if the project is very small. In Cleveland, it has been rare to have 
projects less than $5 million use the credits.  However, in other cities throughout Ohio, it has 
been used for small projects.  
 
The Cleveland Restoration Society is looking at best practices for doing smaller projects, 
possibly packaging multiple smaller deals together.  (Note:  There may be an opportunity to do 
a test case in Little Italy.) 
 
Can the historic tax credits be used for owner-occupied housing? 
 
Not in Ohio.  The Ohio regulations mirror federal ones, and both prohibit using the tax credits 
for owner-occupied housing.  (Projects have to be income producing, so rentals could qualify.)  
Every state is different in terms of the regulations regarding state historic tax credits.  In 
Missouri and a few other states, they can be used for owner-occupied housing.  This is 
enormously beneficial.   
                                                 
37 Source:  Stephanie Ryberg-Webster, Ph.D. , Assistant Professor, Historic Preservation Certificate Coordinator 
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APPENDIX D 
COMMUNITY LAND TRUSTS 
Figure D- 1: Community Land Trusts  
 
Source: The Democracy Collaborative38  
                                                 
38 http://community-wealth.org/sites/clone.community-wealth.org/files/clt-infographic.png 
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Table D- 1: Comparison of Complementary Strategies39 
  Municipal Land Bank Community Land Trust 
Program focus Short-term ownership of vacant and blighted lands; 
remediation of contaminants, derelict structures, and 
title defects; and conveyance to private owners for 
reuse and redevelopment. 
Long-term stewardship of lands and buildings after 
remediation and redevelopment, preserving 
affordability, promoting sound maintenance, and 
preventing foreclosure. 
Corporate status Public agency or quasi-public municipal corporation. 
Acquisition, remediation, and disposition of lands 
may be an internal program of an existing city 
department or agency, or assigned to a newly 
chartered special purpose “land bank authority.” 
Private, not-for-profit corporation. Stewardship of 
lands and buildings may be an internal program of 
an existing community development corporation 
(CDC), or it may be assigned to a newly 
incorporated “community land trust” (CLT). 
Composition and 
selection of 
board 
Board composed entirely of political appointees. A 
few seats may be reserved for community reps, but 
the entire board is typically appointed by the mayor, 
city council, or county commission. 
The “classic” CLT has a tripartite board made up of 
leaseholders, community representatives, and 
public representatives, with a majority of seats 
elected by neighborhood residents. 
Land acquisition Purchase on open market; receipt of “surplus” public 
property; and receipt of tax-foreclosed property. 
Purchase on open market; private land donations; 
bargain sales; receipt of “surplus” public property 
from a city agency or land bank authority. 
Exemption from 
property taxes 
Yes, during those years when a property is held by 
the land bank. 
No, but taxes may be lowered by use and resale 
restrictions on the property. 
Duration of land 
ownership 
Title to lands (and any buildings) is typically held for a 
short period of time: 3-5 years. 
Land is held in nonprofit ownership forever. 
Buildings are sold to private owners with 
permanent restrictions on use and resale. 
Disposition of 
properties 
Lands and buildings are sold to private owners after 
the land bank has cleared title and completed site 
remediation. Although often sold for the highest price 
the market will bear, most land banks have the 
option of disposing of lands at a discounted price to 
support community projects. 
Buildings are sold to private owners at an 
affordable price. Title to the underlying land is 
retained by the CLT. Lands are leased for an 
affordable fee to owners of buildings, using a 
ground lease that is long-term, inheritable, and 
mortgage-able. 
Recycling of 
public 
investment 
Subsidy recapture. Subsidies that are invested in 
acquiring and remediating lands are claimed by the 
land bank on the sale of the property. 
Subsidy retention. Subsidies that are invested in 
acquiring and developing lands are locked into the 
property, lowering the price for future 
homebuyers (or other occupants). 
Long-term 
affordability of 
land & buildings 
No. Land banks typically impose no lasting 
affordability restrictions on lands and buildings that 
are removed from the land bank’s inventory and sold 
on the open market. 
Yes. The CLT retains an option to repurchase 
homes (and other buildings) whenever their 
owners decide to sell, paying a formula-
determined price that keeps homes affordable. 
Long-term 
responsibility for 
buildings & 
owners 
No. A public land bank typically imposes no 
conditions on the upkeep of buildings sold out of the 
land bank’s inventory. Nor does it intervene, should 
the owners of these buildings later face foreclosure. 
Yes. A CLT has a durable right (via the ground 
lease) to require leaseholders to keep their 
buildings in good repair. A CLT may intervene in 
cases of mortgage default to prevent foreclosure. 
 
                                                 
 
39 Source: “Comparison of Complementary Strategies” from The Untapped Potential of Land Bank/Land Trust Partnerships; John 
Emmeus Davis; (2012)  
 
